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CURRENT TOPICS, 
THE RECENT meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was, we 
are informed, the largest in point of numbers of any meeting 
held in Chancery-lane since 1871. 





THE MEETING was rendered memorable, in addition to the 
approval of the Special Committee’s report, to which we refer 
elsewhere, by the passing of the resolution directing the Council 
to give notice to the Law Olub, and to make arrangements for 
supplying refreshments to the general body of the members. 
We cannot say we regard the resolution with any regret. The 


club has done good service for many years in b together 
the London members of the profession, but now that the country 
members of the society considerably outnumber the town members 
ndgplascor ye Ay saying ey apes Sg Pa ce 
oo ae em to pay the club subscription obtaining 
r sath-em Cale enero: Sais So tne Os ee 
in years pointed out in these columns, the example 
od rooms Mid ood ate 
their members ought to be followed by the Law 
Society. Such a common room is likely to keep up and increase 
the membership of the society, and to do m to promote 
social intercourse among members of the profession. The 
country and town solicitors who now flock to the tea-rooms in 
Chancery-lane will — at the society’s rooms. 
the common room be by a committee of members 
8p inted for the purpose, so that the Council will not, in 
ition to their new function of Prosecutors of Solicitors, have 
imposed on them the duty of Refreshment Contractors. 





Tue LETTER from Mesars. Brivezs, Sawrstt, & Oo. (which we 
print elsewhere) as to the novel claim now set up by the Inland 
Revenue Department ae regard ~ Pane — purchase 
agreements containing the ision as to stamps on 
documents dated before the 16th of May, 3008, conned we quent 

ise, and will no doubt also astonish our readers. 

authority for this stran claim is explained by letters from 

other correspondents, and in by the valuable com- 

preremerabe. on Bowe i ing : oe a 

agreements under hand without a 
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be stamped within fourteen days after execution, by excepting 
from it agreements containing the above-mentioned provision 
as to stamps on documents dated before the 17th of 
May, 1888, which provision they hold to be illegal. Con- 
sequently, in future, solicitors will have to take care that all 

urchase agreements containing this provision are stamped 

efore they are signed. It is probable that adhesive sixpenny 
stamps will now come into general use. But what is to be 
said of this sudden alteration of a long-established practice 
without any due notice to the profession or the public ? 





A curious little incident which occurred in the Court of 
Appeal last Tuesday is probably worth recording for the 
information of solicitors who are employed in the legal work 
connected with floating and registering companies. A Queen’s 
Counsel happened to remark, in reply to a criticism which had 
fallen from the lips of a common law member of the court, that 
the practice of getting a memorandum of association signed by 
people who had little real interest in the company, and were 
frequently mere clerks in the promoters’ office, was, in 
the experience of every practising junior of the Chancery 
bar, a matter of ordinary occurrence. His statement, almost 
before he had concluded it, was promptly challenged by Lord 
Justice Ricsy. His lordship wished it to be understood that 
he most emphatically dissented from the proposition then 
advanced. Whatever might be the practice now, it certainly 
was not so in the days when he himself was a practising junior. 
And he took occasion to imply—and this expression of opinion 
is the justification for recording the incident—that the fact 
referred to would influence him considerably in attempting to 
come to any conclusion as to the bona fides of any particular 
company. We believe that the practice in question is far from 
uncommon, and that, too, in the case of companies whose 
respectability is above all cavil or suspicion. Henceforth it 
may be at least prudent to adopt a different mode of procedure. 


Tue ArcupisHor or CanTeRBuRY has introduced in the House 
of Lords a useful Bill which is intended to render uniform the 
practice of registering in the provincial and diocesan registries 
various documents relating to benefices. The Bill has been 
read a second time and has been through the Standing 
Committee. Under existing Acts of Parliament certain classes 
of documents of this kind are required to be registered. A 
recent example is to be found in the Benefices Act, 1898, 
under which transfers of rights of patronage must be 
registered in the diocesan registry within one month from the 
date of transfer. But the Legislature has not hitherto imposed 
the same requirements upon documents relating to benefices 
generally, to which officials or the public may have occasion to 
refer, and this omission is sometimes the cause of trouble 
and expense. The Archbishop gave some instances in his 
speech on moving the second reading of the Bill. By 
section 23 of the Church Building Act, 1845, validity is 
given to agreements with respect to the patronage of a new 
church made between the bishop on the one side and the 
incumbent and patron of the parish on the other, but for such 
agreements there is no recognized official custody. Upon the 
appointment, in 1881, of Dr. Prumprrz, then Vicar of St. 
oe in Kent, as Dean of Wells, a question arose 
in Ww patronage the living which he was vacating was 
vested. It was known that an agreement under the Act of 1845 
had been signed, but none could be found. After five months’ 
search, just before the appointment was lapsing, the agreement 
was discovered amongst some old bankruptcy papers in an office 
formerly used by solicitor. The accumulation of papers which 
it seems useless to keep, but which it is dangerous to destroy, is 
one of the worries of a solicitor’s life, but an occasional 
treasure-trove like this seems to justify the policy of non- 
destruction. 


Tux rizst clause of the Archbishop of Canrzzsury’s Diocesan 
ty Bill requires that all letters of orders, deeds of 
collation, institution, licences to perpetual curacies, and licences 
of ministers under the New Parishes Acts, 1843 and 1844, and 








all deeds of as mages of benefices, not previously required 
by statute to be registered, shall be registered in the 
registry of the diocese (or of the province, where this has 
been customary) within one month, or within such extended 
time as the bishop shall under special circumstances in writing 
allow. Clause 2 makes similar provision for registration in the 
diocesan registry of articles of agreement, such as those referred 
to above, relating to the patronage of churches and chapels under 
the Church Building Act, 1845. A different class of documents 
is dealt with in clause 3. In the case of the refusal 
or incapacity of a bishop to perform acts of adminis 
tration, the duty of doing so devolves upon the arch- 
bishop, and deeds, decrees, and licences which would 
under ordinary circumstances be issued by the bishop, are 
issued by the archbishop, and sent down to the diocesan 
registry to be acted upon. In the event, however, of further 
intervention by the archbishop being required, it is necessary 
to be able to refer to these documents in the provincial 
registry. The Archbishop of Canrersury, in his speech in the 
House of Lords, mentioned a case in 1878 where a decree 
of suspension was despatched to the diocese of St. Asaph 
without having been registered in the provincial registry. 
Circumstances changed, and it was desired to put an end 
to the suspension, but before this could be done all the 
papers had to be obtained from the St. Asaph diocesan 
registry and recorded in the provincial registry at a cost to the 
incumbent of £7 7s. To the ordinary mind it is not clear why, 
in a mere matter of ecclesiastical administration, any such fees 
should be payable, but in any case the archbishop is 
right in attempting to prevent the recurrence of such an 
impost. Olause 3 of the Bill provides, accordingly, that docu- 
ments issued to a diocesan registry by an archbishop shall first be 
registered in the provincial registry. Clause 4 vests the power 
of making rules in the rule committed established by section 9 
of the Clergy Discipline Act, 1892, and it is provided that in 
framing rules regard is to be had to making the procedure and 
practice as simple and inexpensive as possible. 





Tux Granp Committee on Trade finished on Thursday the con- 
sideration of the Companies Bill, and there is now some likelihood 
that the measure will become law this year; at the meeting of 
the Committee on Monday Mr. Rrrcntz, while declining to give 
an absolute statement that the Bill would be pressed through, 
was still hopeful of proceeding with it. The meetings on the 
12th inst., and also on Monday, were mainly occupied with the 
consideration of clauses 11, 12, and 13, which deal with 
prospectuses. Clause 11 requires that every prospectus shall be 
signed by every person who is named therein as a director or 
a ee director, or by his duly authorized agent, and shall be 
filed with the registrar on or before the date of its publication. 
Mr. Lawson Watton attempted to extend the operation of the 
group of clauses by moving a new sub-section to clause 11, 
providing that when no prospectus is issued a memorandum shall 
be filed conforming to the requirements of a prospectus. The 
amendment was rejected by twenty-six votes to seven. Doubtless 
the proposed clause will discourage the issue of or 
and promoters, when possible, will go to the public without a 
prospectus, but this is a course which the public can sanction or 
not as they please. Where there is really no need for 4 
prospectus it would be a considerable hardship to compel the 
promoters to collect all the details with which it is intended that 
prospectuses shall henceforth be loaded. Special considerations 
attach, however, to the case where promoters take blocks of 
shares on the formation of a company, and subsequently seek to 
unload them on to the public, and an amendment moved by Mr. 
Rirourz, and agreed to, provides that under*such circumstances 
the particulars required by a prospectus shall be given. Mr. 
Rircutz also accepted an amendment, moved by Mr. Lawson 
Watton, providing that the number and the names and 
addresses of the holders or intended holders of founders’ or manage- 
ment shares (if any), with particulars of the control given to such 
holders in relation to the company’s business, and the nature and 
extent of their interest in the property and profits of the 
company should be set forth in the prospectus. Where, as is 
frequently the case, the vendor of a business reserves to himself 
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special powers of control and a special interest in the profits, 
intending subscribers are entitled to have these facts clearly 
stated. An interesting discussion arose over the provision that 
the prospectus must specify the amount payable for goodwill. 
Sir R. Hickman moved an amendment that this requirement 
should apply only if the value of the goodwill has been 
separately fixed. But, considering the importance of ascer- 
taining whether the purchase-money has been unduly inflated, 
it is best not to allow any possibility of doubt as to the amount 
in fact allowed for goodwill, and it is satisfactory that the 
amendment was defeated. 





THE GREATER number of the details required by clause 12 to 
be specified in a prospectus can be stated with certainty ; but 
this cannot so readily be said of the paragraph requiring the 
insertion of ‘‘ the dates and parties to every material contract, 
and a reasonable time and place at which any material contract 
or a copy thereof may be inspected.” The requirement is indeed 
an improvement on section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, 
which it is now proposed to repeal, and which required the 
prospectus to give notice of every contract entered into by the 
company, or the promoters or directors, under pain of the pros- 
pectus being deemed fraudulent. The extraordinary generality 
of this provision was met partly by judicial construction and 
partly by the common waiver clause. ‘The contracts which 
must be disclosed,” it has been said, ‘are contracts calculated 
to influence persons reading a company’s prospectus in 
making up their minds whether or not they will apply 
for shares in it”: Zwycross v. Grant (2 ©. P. D. 485), 
Probably the same test will be applied in deciding whether a 
contract is material, and the committee did no harm by 
rejecting Mr, Bryce’s amendment declaring that every contract 
was material which would influence the judgment of a prudent 
investor in determining whether he would subscribe for the 
shares or debentures offered by the prospectus. Previously to 
this Mr. Lawson Watton had moved to omit altogether the 
paragraph relating to the specifying of contracts, but the 
amendment was withdrawn. The general result of the 
discussion of clause 12 has been to amplify the particulars 
which will have to be inserted in prospectuses, and the 
committee, as might have been anticipated, declined to strike 
out the sub-section which prohibits a waiver clause. “ Any 
condition,” it is provided, “requiring or binding any applicant 
for shares or debentures to waive compliance with any 
requirement of this section, or purporting to affect him 
with notice of any contract, document, or matter not 
some referred to in the prospectus, shall be void.” The 
clause at present provides no means of enforcing it, though it is 
expressly provided that ‘nothing in this section shall limit or 
diminish any liability which any person may incur under the 
general law apart from this section.” To allow remedy by 
rescission or by penalty for any omission to comply with the 
multifarious requirements of the clause would be too stringent, 
but the clause may fail of its effect unless some express 
sanction is provided. Mr. Rrronre indicated his appreciation of 
the difficulty by giving an undertaking that the point should be 
considered with a view to securing that the requirements of the 
clause would be “in part observed.” 





_ By rue law of England wild animals may be tortured with 
impunity for any reason except for the only reason which can 
be ~~ justification for torture. A man of science is liable 
to a heavy penalty who performs vivisection upon such an 
animal’ without a licence, although his motives may be of the 
highest ; but any ruffian may torture a poor wild creature for 
mere love of inflicting pain, and run no risk at all. The 
present law protects only ‘‘domestic animals,” and has little 
application to animals which are usually wild but have been 
tamed or kept in captivity. Still leas does the law concern 
iteelf with —— of freshly captured wild creatures. Thus it 
was held in Harper v. Marcks (42 W. R. 605; 1894, 2 Q. B. 
319) that trained and captive lions are not ‘‘domestic animals,” 
and that no conviction can be upheld for cruelty to them. This 
blot on our law is about to be removed by a Bill which has 


Wild Animal in Captivity Protection Act, 1900. This provides 
that the word “ animal” therein used shall include every bird, 
beast,fish, or reptile which is not included in the Cruelty to 
Animals Acts. Under the new law any person is to be liable to 
imprisonment for three months with labour, or to a fine not 
exceeding five pounds, who wantonly or unreasonably causes or 
permite unnecessary suffering to such animal, or cruelly abuses, 
infuriates, teases, or terrifies it, whilst such animal is kept in 
close confinement or is maimed, pinioned, or otherwise unable 
to escape. If the Bill stopped there, it is certain that the over- 
zealous friends of the dumb animals might cause great annoy- 
ance by indiscreet attempts to interfere with legitimate sport 
and with some ordinary methods of obtaining animals for food. 
Some safeguard against the ardour of such persons is supplied 
by the provision that the Act is not to “ apply to any act done 
or any omission in the course of destroying or preparing 
any bird, beast, fish, or reptile for destruction as food for man- 
kind.” Also it is to be noticed that no act comes within the 
statute unless it is done ‘“‘ wantonly or unreasonably.” There- 
fore, if pain is caused to an animal for some lawful purpose, and 
such pain is not unreasonably beyond what is unavoidable 
under the circumstances, no offence will be committed. For 
example, to catch a rat in a trap will probably not be held to 
be illegal, even when the rat lingers in pain for a considerable 
time, for it is necessary to put down vermin. But probably 
it will be held, before the new Act is very old, that it is 
an offence to catch rats alive and let them loose in a place from 
which they cannot escape to be worried by a dog for “ sport.” 
It has often been debated whether legislation against cruelty to 
animals is due to the effect of the cruelty upon the animals 
themselves or upon the men who practise the cruelty. The 
abstract question may not be easy to answer, but the effect of 
the new law will practically be to give all animals (except 
insects) a sort of legal status and a certain degree of security for 
life and limb. 





Dvrine THE course of the present assizes there have been 
again many cases of accused persons who had been in prison 
for months awaiting trial. In several of these cases the 
accused were acquitted. The judges-have again been speaking 
strongly about the constant refusal of bail by magistrates. The 
words of Wricut, J., at Derby last week, and of Maruew, J., at 
Maidstone, are particularly worthy of notice. Justices and 
justices’ clerks seem to be actually afraid to grant bail. If they 
were themselves personally answerable for the appearance at 
the assizes of those liberated on recognizances they could not 
shew less courage in availing themselves of their powers. 
It is, however, a very rare thing for a person who has been 
bound over to appear or take his trial to abscond from justice. 
Until recently the magistrates were often unable to grant bail, 
however willing they were to do so, because of the provisions 
of section 23 of Jervis’s Act, which in most cases made it 
necessary for the accused to urea surety. This the accused 
often found it impossible to do; and cases even occurred where 
a person charged in a strange place was able and willing 
to lodge money as security for his appearance, but 
nevertheless he had to go to = for want of a 
surety. This state of things has now been altered by the Bail 
Act, 1898, which authorizes a — to admit to bail without a 
surety, if, in his opinion, the dispensing with sureties will not 
tend to defeat the ends of justice. In spite of this, however, the 
magistrates are strangely averse to grant bail; and it is 
really too bad that a man, who turns out after all to be innocent, 
should have to spend months in prison awaiting his trial. Ina 
case of this sort his family is often reduced to the direst straits, 
or else is thrown on the parish. Martuew, J., has suggested a 
change of procedure which might have the effect of establishi 

some uniformity amongst magistrates, and supplying them wi 

some rules to guide them in this matter. He suggests that, on 
being committed for trial without bail, a defendant should have 
the right to require that the depositions should be sent by post 
to a judge of the High Court, together with any notes as to the 
reasons for refusing bail which the committing magistrate 
should think fit. The application for bail should then be dealt 
with in open court, and after a time some definite rules would 





passed the Lords and Commons and will soon be known as the 





grow up from the decisions of the judges. It appears that the 
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learned judge contemplates this step being taken by the justice’s 
clerk without expense to the defendant, and that counsel should 
not be heard on either side. If this is so, the procedure will 
certainly prove a novelty, and we shall have a judge in court 
giving a decision which probably will have no interest for 
anyone present, and which the reporters will not be able fully 
to understand unless the judge goes at greater length into the 
case than under such circumstances is likely. In fact this plan 
seems hardly workable, but it is to be hoped that some means 
may be found of mitigating what is undoubtedly a serious evil. 





Tux oase of Vestry of Marylebone v. The Sheriff of London, in 
which the Court of Appeal on Monday last affirmed the decision 
of Bicuam, J. (1900, 1 Q. B. 111), affords a curious illustration 
of the class of local legislation in force within the majority of 
metropolitan parishes. A local Act (35 Geo. 3, c. 73) provided 
for the raising in the parish of Marylebone of a poor rate and 
several other rates for street maintenance and other local 

The Act contains very exceptional provisions as to 
the recovery of all these rates; amongst others, a provision 
that where the sheriff has taken in execution the effects 
of any person liable to pay any rate by virtue of the 
Act, he shall, on the demand of the rate-collector, in the first 
place pay over any unpaid rate or arrears subject to the limita- 
tion that he is not to bound to pay more than one year’s rate 
ora larger sum than the value of the goods seized. By the 
Metropolis Management Act, 1855, the rates in question (other 
than the poor rate) are superseded by the sewers rate, the 
lighting rate, and the general rate levied under section 161 of 
that Act; but the same section gives to the overseers the same 
powers for the recovery of these rates as they have for the 
recovery of the poor rate; and as to the poor rate, the local 
Act of 1835 remains undisturbed. In the present case the sheriff 
had taken in execution under a writ of f. fa. the goods of a person 
who owed a sum for poor, sewer, and general rates, and the rate- 
collector demanded payment from the sheriff of the amount due. 
The debtor then paid the debt of the judgment creditor, and the 
sheriff withdrew without paying the rates. The decision in the 
action was that, by reason of the — of section 161 of — 
Metropolis Management Act, 1855, the powers of recovery 0 
rates conferred by the local Act remained in force in respect of 
the rates levied under the Act of 1855, as well as in respect 
of the poor rate, and that the vestry were entitled to recover 
the amount of all the rates from the sheriff. It is difficult 
to see any good reason why exceptional provisions of this 
kind should continue in particular parishes, but no doubt 
the parochial authorities would be very unwilling to relinquish 
them. It may be observed in this connection that schemes may 
be made under the London Government Act, 1899, ‘‘ for repeal- 
ing or modifying any local Act other than the London Building 


Act, 1894.” 








THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY AS PROSECUTOR- 
GENERAL OF SOLICITORS. 


Tux result of the recent meeting of the Incorporated Law Society 
is apparently as follows: As a consequence of an agitation 
declared by a member of the Special Committee to have been 
“‘eommenced and fostered by members of the solicitors’ pro- 
fession,”’ and in deference to the clamour of the daily press, the 
society have undertaken, in the case of delinquent solicitors, 
“if satisfied that the case is a proper one, to take or authorize 
such action as may be necessary or expedient to secure the 
immediate and effective prosecution of the offender, either by 
communicating with the Public Prosecutor or by assisting the 
aggrieved party at the expense of the society, or by the society 
itself prosecuting at ite own expense, as in the opinion of the 
Council the necessities of the case may require.” In itself, this 
resolution does not pledge the society to any action other than 
ieating with the Public Prosecutor. If he is of 

ion that the facts warrant a prosecution, he will presum- 
undertake it; if he considers that the facts do not 
shew any likelihood of success in prosecution, the Council 
ested any tant tho cane ‘s 0 one for pr ings. 
Henee, if the Public Prosecutor is satisfied that a case is not a 
proper one for « criminal prosecution, the Council will also be 











“ satisfied.” No doubt, at the recent dinner of the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, the President of the Incorporated Law 
Society, while expressing his belief that the Public Prosecutor 
would take up any case the Council brought before him, is 
reported to have said that ‘if it should so happen that 
the Public Prosecutor would not take up a case, the Council 
would be prepared to do so.” But this statement can 
hardly have been made in the unqualified terms in which it 
appears in the report of the meeting. It cannot be intended 
that the Oouncil shall undertake hopeless prosecutions—that 
would be to become persecutors, instead of prosecutors, of 
solicitors. Hence we conclude that the recent resolution really 
means no more than that the Council will report to the Public 
Prosecutor cases of delinquent solicitors which in their opinion 
require prosecution—a course of which everyone will approve. 

All would have been well if this had been clearly stated. 
Unfortunately, however, the resolution is wrapped up in 
language which has led the public to believe that the society 
are going to become general prosecutors of delinquent solicitors. 
They will “take or authorize such action as may be necessary 
or te or to secure the immediate and effective prosecution of 
the offender.”” These big words “ all ears took captive’; they 
pacified the newspaper clamour, and as one of the members of 
the Special Committee observed at the recent meeting, even the 
Times had been graciously pleased to accept the report “as 
being far more than they had expected.” No comment appears 
to be needed as to how far the Special Oommittee were 
influenced by the babble of the press. 

The skilfully-framed report of the Special Committee has, 
therefore, served its immediate purpose. But the question 
remains whether in the future it may not involve the society in 
serious difficulties. Suppose the Public Prosecutor, on a hint 
from the Treasury, says to the Council: ‘‘As you have a Govern- 
ment grant, you ought to undertake the prosecution of criminal 
solicitors, and, moreover, you have pledge yourselves to do so; I 
will, therefore, leave these prosecutions in your hands,” what will 
happen? Why, the society will have to become prosecutors- 
general of solicitors; their funds will be inadequate for the 


purpose, and they will have to apply to the Government for an: 


additional grant. The Government are certain to recoup them- 
selves by raising the certificate duty of solicitors, and so, contrary 
to every rule of justice, the honest solicitors will be taxed to 
procure the punishment of the black sheep of the profession. 

But, apart from this, suppose the Public Prosecutor should 
decline to prosecute in a case of a solicitor’s failure which 
occasions considerable public interest, on the ground that the 
evidence is not sufficient to warrant a prosecution, is it likely 
that ‘‘ our lords the Press ”’ will be satisfied? Will they not at 
once point to the resolution of the society and inquire how it is 
that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society allow the 
offender to go free? Such trifing details as want of legal 
evidence of criminality have little weight with our daily 
instructors ; and so the Council will be driven into undertaking 
hopeless prosecutions, and will incur the discredit arising from 
failure to procure a conviction, which will be ascribed to the fact 
of the prosecution being by solicitors of a solicitor. 

We hope our auguries may be mistaken, but we must express 
our conviction that a false step has been taken by the society 
which is likely to lead to serious consequences hereafter. 








Owing to yaa heat, Mr. Justice Mathew and the counsel engaged 
at the Kent appeared in court at Maidstone on Monday without 
their wigs. 

In charging the grand jury at Maidstone, says the Times, Mr. Justice 
Mathew said that he observed from the calendar that, while in many cases 
bail had been allowed, in some instances accused persons had been in prison 
since their committal. The grand jury would pardon him if he made a 
few observations on the subject. Incessant complaints were made in 
regard to the hardships to which persons awaiting their trial were sub- 
jected d their detention in gaol. Such unfortunate people were 
treated but little better than those who had been convicted. While 
agreeing that it was difficult for magistrates in some cases to exercise 
their right to allow bail, he thought that they ht shew greater courage 
in the matter. The existing culties would, he thought, be overcome 
if some easy method of ap were devised. The defendant might be 
enabled to require that the depositions in his cage should be sent by post 
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‘with in public « definite rule would soon be arrived oc 











IT 









| it 


lic 
ion 


1 of 


tion 
y in 
hint 


o;I 
will 
ors- 


r an 
em- 


d to 
ould 
hich 
kely 
ot at 
it is 
- the 
egal 
laily 
king 


from 
fact 


press 
ciety 


gaged 
thout 


ustice 











- July. 21, 1960. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 44.] 623 








THE POSTPONEMENT OF CONVERSION BY 
TRUSTEES. 


WuERE property is given by will for the benefit of several 

rsons who are to enjoy it in succession, it is the general rule that 
it must be placed upon the death of the testator in such a con- 
dition as to secure equality in the enjoyment of it (Howe v. 
Earl of Dartmouth, 7 Ves. 137). Thus if the property is of a 
wasting nature, such as leaseholds, it ought to be sold, and 
the proceeds invested, in order that the corpus may be 
preserved, and a uniform income secured. Otherwise the 
tenant for life would benefit at the expense of the remainder- 
man. On the contrary, where the property is in reversion, 
so that for the time it produces no income at all, it is 
the tenant for life who suffers by its being retained unsold, 
and the proper course is to realize the reversion and 
provide an immediate income. If this is not done, then 
upon the reversion falling into possession the tenant for 
life is entitled to have paid to him the arrears of income 
which he ought to have received. The same principle applies 
where the testator has left his property in a state of investment 
which is not proper for the permanent investment of the trust 
funds. The probability is that it produces a higher income 
than is obtainable from a trust investment, and so long as it 
remains unconverted the tenant for life is not entitled to 
the whole of this income, but only to so much as would be pro- 
duced if the conversion had taken place. 

This rule, however, only applies in the absence of the 
expression by the testator of a contrary intention, though 
whether such contrary intention has been effectually expressed 
has been a matter of frequent litigation. The mere fact 
that the testator has authorized his trustees to postpone 
conversion is not always sufficient to give the tenant for 
jife the actual income of the unconverted property, or to’ 
deprive him of income should the property be in a form in 
which no income is produced. To make it clear that the rule in 
Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth is excluded the testator should 
expressly give to the tenant for life the income of the property 
in its unconverted state. Although, it was said by Corron, L.J., 
in Re Chancellor (26 Oh. D., p. 46), it is quite true that the dis- 
cretionary powers exercised by trustees are not to affect the rights 
of beneficiaries, yet when the testator himself expresely directs 
what shall be done with the income accruing during the period 
the sale is postponed, the general rule does not apply, and the 
court gives effect to the intention of the testator. Even where 
the testator gives power to postpone conversion and does not 
expressly direct that the actual income is to go in the meantime 
to the tenant for life, the rule in Howe v. Lord Dartmouth may be 
excluded, but upon such cases the authorities do not Jay down any 
very satisfactory principles. It would seem that the tenant for life 
takes the actual income if the conversion is definitely postponed 
till after his death (Alcock v. Sloper, 2 My. & K. 699), or if it is 
postponed for a defined period, as seven years after 
death (Green v. Britten, 1 D. J. & 8. 649); and it has been 
held that the tenant for life is entitled to the actual 
income of investments which would be unauthorized as 
trust investments (Re Sheldon, 39 Ch. D. 50), though not 
where the property is of a wasting nature: Brown v. Gellatly 
(L. R. 2 Ch. 751), Porter v. Baddeley (5 Ch. D, 542). It would 
have greatly simplified the law, and would probably have more 
effectually carried out the intention of testators, had the courts 
held that a power to postpone conversion always gives the 
tenant for lite the actual income of the property while un- 
converted. 

But, as oY from the recent case of Rowlls v. Bebb (48 
W. R. 562), the matter is still open to discussion, even though 
the testator has both permitted the postponement of conversion 
and has directed that, pending conversion, the income shall go 
in the same manner as though conversion had taken place. In 
that case a testator devised and bequeathed his real and personal 
estate to trustees upon trust for conversion and investment, and 
gave the income of the investments to his sister for life, with 
remainder to her children. He gave his trustees a discretion 
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annualincome. The testator died in 1887. Part of his residuary 


mal estate consisted of a reversio interest in a sum of 
consols, which had been set a under the will of his father to 
answer an annuity in favour of his sister, the tenant for life under 
his own will. It does not seem to have occurred to the trustees 
that this reversionary interest required to be converted, and 
under the circumstances this is not surprising. The lady was 
actually in receipt of the income of the fund, and it is not 
immediately apparent that she was entitled to anything more. 
“T am perfectly satisfied,” said Liyvnrey, M.R., “that this 
point about converting under the rule in Howe v. Lord Dartmouth 
a reversionary interest to the income of which the tenant 
for life was entitled under another will never crossed the 
minds of the trustees at all, and it requires the keen eyes of 
an extremely good equity lawyer to see that there is such a 

int.” 

“” strictness, however, the sister was entitled not only to the 
actual income of the fund under her father’s will, but also, 
under her brother’s will, to the income of the proceeds of 
sale of the reversionary interest in the fund. Under the 
brother’s will the trustees had power to postpone 
conversion, and, had this power been really exercised, 
the tenant for life would have taken no income in of this 
property under her brother’s will. The Court of Appeal 
(Linpizy, M.R., and Ricsy and Cox.is, L.JJ.), reversing the 
decision of Srreauive, J., held, however, that for the brother’s 
will to be operative in this respect the power to postpone 
conversion should have been consciously exercised in the course 
of the management of the estate. If as a part of such 
management, having regard to the condition of the trust estate 
as a whole, the trustees decide that certain property should not 
be converted, then the direction as to income takes effect, and 
the tenant for life takes the actual income, whether it be more 
or less than the converted property would produce. But mere 
unconsciousness that a particular property ought primd facie to 
be converted, with the resulting omission to convert it, is not 
the exercise of a discretionary power to postpone conversion, 
and does not exclude the rule of Howe v. Lord Dartmouth as to 
the income payable to the tenant for life. In the present case, 
accordingly, the Crown, as the representative of the tenant for 
life, who had died intestate and without relations, was held to 
be entitled to the accrued income on the footing of the 
reversionary interest in consols having been realized in her 
lifetime. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
STAMP ON PURCHASE AGREEMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—We presented to-day an agreement for sale and purchase for 
stamping, containing the usual stipulation ‘‘ No objection shall be 
taken on the ground of insufficiency, if any, of stamps on documents 
executed before the 16th of May, 1888,” but the same was refused 
except upon payment of £10 in addition to the stamp of sixpence. 

Is there any authority for the commissioners assuming this attitude 
towards the public ? It so, we should be glad to be referred to it. 


Brivers, SawTewn, & Co, 
23, Red Lion-square, W.C., July 17. 





Sir,—Last week I sent an agreement for the purchase of a lease- 
hold house to Somerset House for the purpose of having it stamped, 
but the official there informed my clerk that as the agreement 
precluded the purchaser from objecting to any documents dated 
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before the passing of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1858, on 
the ground of being unstamped, or insufficiently stamped, the 
agreement could only be stamped on payment of the full penalty. 

I found on inquiry at Somerset House subsequently that the 
Inland Revenue ©ommissioners have recently altered their regu- 
lation allowing agreements to be stamped within fourteen days 
after their execution by excepting from the operation of that 

tion agreements containing words similar to those above- 
mentioned, the result being that a very large proportion of the 
agreements for the sale of property cannot be stamped after 
execution, except on payment of the penalty. This, of course, more 
particularly applies to sales by public auction, where the conditions 
of sale invariably provide that the purchaser shall not object to the 
stamping of deeds dated before the 16th of May, 1888. It will be 
necessary in future in these cases that the contracts should be stamped 
previously to their being signed. 

It seems to me that before the Inland Revenue Commissioners 
alter a regulation of this kind, some public notice should have been 

iven. CHALTON HUBBARD. 


40, Chancery-lane, W.C., July 19. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I am informed that the authorities at Somerset House now 
require payment of the penalty on stamping at any time after 
execution agreements for sale of land which contain the usual clause 
providing against objections to the stamps on instruments of title 
executed before the 16th of May, 1888. It is important, therefore, 
that all such agreements should be stamped before execution. 

I believe that the practice for many years has been to allow four- 
teen days for stamping agreements without the penalty; and that 
this practice continues except as to agreements containing the clause in 
question. My informant was told at Somerset House that the clause 
was considered illegal, on the authority of Abbott v. Stratten, (3 Jo. & 
Lat. 603). Surelyit is not the function of the Stamp Office to 
prejudge any such question ; and to visit the assumed illegality of a 
particular clause in a document with the substantial £10 penalty. 
The discretion of the office in remitting the penalty allows 
of no appeal; and this alone seems a sufficient reason why the 
discretion should not be exercised by reference to the opinion of the 
officials upon the point of the legality or otherwise of some particular 
provision contained in the document brought for stamping. 

As to the unsoundness of the view that this particular clause is 
illegal, I imagine there can be little difference of opinion; and 
in fact. the Legislature has impliedly affirmed its legality. 

July 19. Stone BuinpinGs. 





THE COURT OF APPEAL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—In your issue of the 14th of May you refer to protests which 
have been made on behalf of the legal profession against the strange 
notion that the learned Lords Justice are legal handy - men. 
Perhaps you will allow me also to make a protest, on behalf of the 
legal profession, as to the attendance which the learned Lord Justices 
give in the Court of Appeal. Up to, and including the Weekly 
Notes of the 14th of July, assuming the record of business in the Court 
of Appeal, which is given week by week, is correct, the judges of the 
Court of Appeal I. have not sat on the following days since the 
commencement of the Hilary Sittings : 

February 26th, March 23rd, 24th, 26th, 30th, and 3lst; April 9th, 
24th, 28th; May 12th, 23rd (Queen’s Birthday); June 1st (Oaks 
Day), 23rd (Prince Edward of York’s Birthday) ; July 2nd, 7th; 
while the Court of Appeal II. did not sit on the following days : 

January 13th; February 17th, 24th; March ist, 2nd, 3rd, 10th 
(Princess of Wales’ Wedding Day), 16th, 17th (St. Patrick’s Day), 
24th, 29th, 31st; April 7th, 28th; May 5th, 12th, 15th, 23rd (Queen’s 
Birthday), 26th (Duchess of York’s Birthday); /une 1st (Oaks Day), 
16th, 23rd, 30th; July 7th. 

The Weekly Notes does not say what branch of their judicial duties the 
learned Lord Justices were filling on the days when they did not sit in 
the Court of Appeal, but I presume it is as unreasonable to expect 
Lord Justices to sit on the Oaks Day as it is to expect the Lord Chief 
Justice to sit on the Cup Day at Ascot or Justices Channell and 

i to sit on the first day of the Eton and Harrow Match (see 
Pall Mall Gazette, Friday, July 13, 1900), but when the legal calendars 
are published it would be advisable if the days when the courts will 
not be sitting for the despatch of business could be given in order 

that professional men may arrange to take their holidays at the same 
time the judges arrange to take theirs. 

Iam not ashamed of my name, and shall be much obliged if you 
will insert the above over my signature. E, T, HARGRAVES. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re HUGHES AND ASHLEY’S CONTRACT. No. 2. 16th and 17th July. 


VENDOR AND Purcnassr—ConTract—CoNnvEYANCE—GENERAL Worps— 
Conveyancinc Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 6—Pracrice— 
Venpor AND Purcnaser Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 78), s. 9. 


This appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., given on the 13th of June, 
1900, raised two important points—(1) as to the right of a vendor in settling 
@ conveyance on an open contract to restrict the operation of section 6 of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, by the insertion of general words of lesser 
import ; (2) as to the right of one of the parties to a contract to come 
before the court on a vendor and purchaser summons for the determination 
of some minor question in cases in which the other party claims 
that he is in a position to establish facts which will entitle 
him either to rescind the contract or successfully to resist an 
action for specific performance. The vendors caused certain freehold 
property to be put up for sale by public auction on the 26th of April, 1899, 
and it was bought by the Rev. G. E. Ashley for the sum of £450. No. 6 
of the printed conditions of sale contained a stipulation that the property 
was to be sold subject to any easements or other rights affecting it; but 
nothing was said as to any easements or other rights appertaining, or 
reputed to appertain, to, or occupied or enjoyed with, the land. It 
appeared, however, that there was a certain footpath over other property 
of the vendors which was occupied and enjoyed with the property 
sold at the time of the sale in question. This footpath, however, 
was not a way of necessity. It was also alleged that the auctioneer 
made a false representation to the purchaser on the occasion of the 
auction to the effect that the purchaser would be entitled to the 
use of a certain pump on another part of the vendors’ property. The 
purchaser in due course prepared a draft conveyance and tendered it 
to the vendors; but the latter altered it by inserting general words 
expressly providing that section 6 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, should 
have no application, and by striking out a proposed acknowledgment on 
the part of the vendors of the right of the purchaser to the use of the well 
before referred to. There was no express grant in the draft conveyance of 
the footpath already mentioned, and the result of the proposed alterations 
would have been to have deprived the purchaser altogether of its use. 
To these alterations the purchaser objected, and the vendors thereupon 
took out an originating summons asking for a declaration to the effect that 
they were entitied to insert in the conveyance the clause already alluded 
to as restrictive of the rights which would otherwise be conferred on the 
purchaser by virtue of section 6 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. This 
summons came on for hearing before Kekewich, J., on the 13th of June, 
1899, but was dismissed by him on the ground that it was not proper for 
him to determine a minor point in connection with the contract under the 
powers of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, in a case in which one of 
the parties asserted himself to be in a position to repudiate the contract 
altogether on the ground of the misrepresentation alleged to have been 
made with respect to the well. From this decision the vendors now 
appealed. 

Tue Covurr (Lord Atverstonz, M.R., and Ricsy and Couns, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstone, M.R.—This case raises two questions. It is not, 
however, seriously asserted by the purchaser that, it there is a contract at 
all, he could insist on the conveyance being executed in the form in which 
he first tendered it. It is said, however, that the vendors ought not to 
raise the question in the present way, because the purchaser might have a 
succes-ful defence, based on the alleged misrepresentation with regard to 
the well, to an action for specific performance ; and it is suggested that it 
would be inconvenient that the minor question should be decided before 
the main one. I think, however, that in dismissing the summons on this 
ground the learned judge in the court below went too far, aud that he even 
acted in opposition to his own decision in ite Wallis and Barnard’s Contract 
(1899, 2 Ch. 515). It would be very inconvenient if, when either a 
vendor or a purchaser were seeking the remedy indicated by the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, it should be open to the judge, simply because the 
other party were to assert that he was in a position altogether to repudiate 
the contract, summarily to dismiss the summons. I quite agree that if 
the only question raised were 4 question as to the validity of the contract, 
that is not a question that could be dealt with by one of these vendor 
and purchaser summonses, having :eference to the language of section 9 
of the Vendor and Purchaser Act. It is impossible to say, however, 
that tbat is the only question raised here. The purchaser has tendered a 
contract embodying section 6 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, but the 
vendors are unwilliog to accept that embodiment. It seems to me that it 
is distinctly advantageous that that question shoyld be heard and 
determined now. 

Ricuy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Co.is, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. I think the court is bound to 
give effect to the statute of 1874, which points out a cheap and easy method 
of solving questions like these without driving suitors to the expense of an 
action for specific performance. It would be a great misfortune if parties 
were forced to incur the greater expense for the main action, and were 
unable to raise minor points first. Iu this case the point saised is impor- 
tant, and, in my judgment, might possibly bave considerable influence in 
determining the parties as to whether it were worth their while to 
endeavour to enforce the contract or not. It seems to me that the very 
point arose in Re Lander and Bagley’s Contract (1892, 3 Ch. 41). Everything 





$, Abchurch-lane, July 17. 


] that has been said in the present case as to the non-enforceability of the 








es 


in 
to 
ry 


he 








July 21, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, — 





[Vol. 44.] 625 








contract could just as well have been said there. As to the question 
whether the purchaser is to be at liberty to read into his conveyance the 
general words of section 6 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, I it is 
quite clear that the vendors are entitled to cut those words down by 
inserting the general words of lesser import than they themselves propose. 
—CounseEL, Neville, Q.0., and Elgood ; Renshaw, Q.O., and Ribton. Soxict- 
o, hd W. Woolmer ; Starling ¢ Wright, for H. C. Beddoe § Son, 
Hereford. 
[Reported by J. E. Morais, Barrister-at-Law. | 


EARLE v. KINGSCOTE. No.2. 12th, 13th, and 16th July. 


HussAND AND WirgE—FinanciAL TRANSACTIONS BY WirE—Hvspanp LIABLE 
in DamacEs ror Wirr’s Tort—Marriep Women’s Property Act, 1882 
(45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), s. 1, suB-sEcTION 2. 


Appeal from Byrne, J., in an action brought by a widow who in May, 
1898, had been induced by Mrs. K. to lend her £5,300, the only security 
being Mrs. K.’s I1.0.U. In July, 1898, the intiff was requested by 
Mrs. K. to join her in the purchase of some pon which Mrs. K. said 
had been recommended to her by a financier, and for that purpose she 
asked the plaintiff to raise a sum of £2,000 to be invested in the purchase 
—one-half of the shares to go to each, but Mrs. K. to be responsible for 
any loss by the plaintiff, and her shares to be charged accordingly with 
that liability. The plaintiff stated that she was at first unwilling, but on 
Mrs. K.’s representation that she would by the investment in the shares 
ve able in three months to repay the £5,300, the plaintiff consented to fmd 
or raise by promissory notes the sum of £2,000 to pay for the shares when 
they had been purchased. On the 23rd of July, 1898, Mrs. K. telegraphed 
to the plaintiff that she had bought the shares and that it (meaning the 
investment) was areal good thing, and on the 25th she further telegraphed 
to the plaintiff to direct a solicitor (the same that had acted in the £5,300 
transaction) to let her (Mrs. K.) have £2,000 on the plaintiff’s guarantee ; 
by a later wire she asked her not to mention the shares to him. The 
plaintiff, relying on Mrs. K.’s representation, telegraphed to the solicitor 
and signed and posted two promissory notes or bills for £1,000 each, payable 
to the solicitor. The name of Mrs. K. did not appear upon the bis, but 
they were accepted by the solicitor, discounted by Jay, and the proceeds 
paid to Mrs. K., as the plaintiff stated, for the purpose of paying for the 
shares. When the bills became due, the plaintiff paid and took them up. 
The plaintiff brought this action te protect her interests in the shares, but 
Mrs. K. swore that she had never purchased any shares with the £2,000. 
While the motion was pending £500 was paid to the plaintiff on account. 
The plaintiff claimed both against Mrs. K. and her husband repayment of 
the £2,000. It was consented on behalf of Mrs. K. that judgment for 
£1,500 should be given against her. The question, however, arose 
whether any judgment could be recovered against the husband, who had 
not participated in the ure of the money. Byrne, J., held that he was 
liable in damages for his wife’s tort. The husband appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstonz, M.R., Ricny and Coins, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, M.R, said that the question was whether the 
fraudulent misrepresentation by Mrs. K. tnat she had bought the 
shares was so connected with the contract for the joint purchase of shares 
that no action would lie against the husband for the fraud because it would 
be,an attempt to turn the contract into a tort. Byrne, J., had stated the 
law to be that the exemption of the husband from his common law 
liability for his wife’s torts must be limited to cases in which the fraud 
was not only directly connected with the contract and parcel of the 
same traneaction, but was also the means of effecting (in the sense 
of obtaining) the contract. In his lordship’s opinion the learned judge 
had correctly laid down the principles of law and had correctly applied 
it to the facts of this case. No doubt it was difficult to draw the 
line, but the learned judge had pointed out the true distinction to be 
deduced from the cases of Liverpool Adelphi Loan Association vy. Fair- 
hurst (2 W. R. 233, 9 Ex. 422) and Wright v. Leonard (9 W. R. 944; 
11 C. B. N. 8. 258). Here there was a subsisting contract at the time of 
the misrepresentation, and his lordship came to the conclusion that the 
misrepresentation was not the inducement of the contract and was not the 
means of effecting the contract, but should be ed as an independent 
misrepresentation for which the husband was liable to be sued. It was 
then contended that the law as to the husband’s liability had been altered 
by the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, and this court was 
asked to overrule Seroka v. Kattenburg (84 W.R. 543, 17 Q. B. D, 177), 
which was opposed to that contention. Speaking for himeelf he thought 
that that authority was quite right. That Act enabled a married woman 
to acquire and hold any property as her separate property, and it enacted 
that she should be capable of entering into, and rendering herself liable in 
respect of her separate property on, any contract, and of suing and being 
sued, ejther in contract or in tort or otherwise, in all respects as if she 
were a feme sole, and then it enacted that the husband need not be joined 
asa party. It was said that it was involved in that that the husband 
could not be so joined whatever might be the foundation of the husband’s 
liability down to 1882; at any rate, it was established that the husband, 
whether the wife had separate property or not, was liable to be sued for 
the wife’s torts jointly with the wife, and it would be a strong thing to 
hold that the effect of the enactment above referred to was to take away 
that liability. The appeal would be dismissed. 

_Riesy, L.J., concurred, and said that in his opinion the false representa- 
tion did not induce the contract, but only induced the plaintiff to suppose 
that her liability to perform the contract had arisen, when in fact it had 
not. With regard to the Married Womeu’s Property Act he had con- 
siderable doubts as to its meaning, but he did not find in that Act 
any words which would release the husband from the liability which 








attached to him at common law, and he thought it safer to assume tuat 
the Act had no such intention. 

Cotiins, L.J., agreed on both points, but he did not share the doubts 
entertained by Rigby, LJ., as to the effect of the Married Women’s 
sy, aged Act.—Counsg1, Latham, Q.C., Elgood, and Stuart Sankey ; Levett, 
Q.C., and W. Baker. Soxscrrors, Powell § Burt ; Fraser & Christian. 


[Reported by W. H. Draprn, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re TRAVIS, FROST v. GREATOREX. No. 2. 6th and 10th July. 


Witt—Trvusrt ror AccUuMULATION BEYOND PEriop ALLOWgSD BY THE 
Tuetiusson Act (39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. 98)—Inrestacy as To Suxpivs 
IncomME ArreR Expiration or Permitrep Pertiop. 


This was an ap from a decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster, given on the 2lst of April, 1899. By 
his will dated the 5th of November, 1877, the late Joseph Travis, after 
giving certain pecuniary legacies, devised and bequeathed all and every his 
estate and effects unto and to the use of his trastees upon trust to pay a 
certain annuity, and subject thereto upon further trust to pay the 
income of the said trust estate to his brother, E. C. Travis, 
for life; and from and after the decease of the said E. C. Travis upon 
trust to pay an annuity of £200 to his niece, Kate Greatorex. And the 
testator directed that the surplus income of his trust estate should 
accumulate and be invested till the death of his said niece ; and that, subject 
and without prejudice to the trusts and provisions aforesaid, his tru:t 
estate should be held after the death of his said brother and niece, and 
in the event of the failure of issue of his said niece, upon trust as to 
one third part thereof for certain cousins as tenants in common, and as to 
the remaining two third thereof upon trust for the Oldbam Blue- 
coat School. The testator died on the 10th of December, 1877, and the 
surplus income of the trust estate was accumulated after the death of his 
brother E. O. Travis until the 10th of December, 1898, when the iod 
of twenty-one years from the testator’s death allowed for accumu lation 
by the Thellusson Act came toan end. A question having arisen as to 
who was entitled to the surplus income from the 10th of December, 1898, 
till the death of Kate Greatorex, Hall, V.C, held that there was an 
intestacy as to this surplus, and that it must be paid to the 1 repre- 
sentatives of E. C. Travis, who, at the date of the testator’s death, bad 
been his heir-at-law and sole next-of-kin, but had subsequently died. 
From this decision the cousins and the Oldham Blue-coat School now 
al ’ . 

sy Cover (Lord Atverstone, M.R, and Ricsy and Couns, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstone, M.R.—It is not denied that the Thellusson Act 
applies, so that the direction to accumulate beyond the period of twenty- 
one years cannot operate. The point that arises is with respect to the 
accumulations of the income between the expiration of the twenty-one 
years, which expired in December, 1898, and the death of Kate 
Greatorex, which has not yet occurred: In my opinion the Vice- 
Chancellor is right in his decision. The question may be stated 
thus: Has there been a gift of all the accumulated income? Or 
is there a period during which there has been no gift of it? [I 
think the case is governed upon this point by Weatherall v. Thornburgh 
(26 W. R. 593, 8 Ch. D. 261, at p. 269) : ‘** Accumulations which fail under 
the Thellusson Act must be treated in the same way as a gift which fuils 
under the Mortmain Act. It bas never been held that property that is set 
free by the operation of the Mortmain Act will accrue for the benefit of 
the persons entitled in remainder.’ That exactly represents the question 
raised here, and answers it in a manver which is certainly binding unless 
the decision has been since overruled. But it is said that that case is 
inconsistent with Wharton v. Masterman (43 W. R. 449; 1895, A. ©. 186). 
Now, in the first place the learned lords undoubtedly had not the least 
intention in that case of overruling Weatherall v. Thornburgh. 
Lord Davey, indeed, expressly distinguished that case at the end of 
his judgment. But the real answer to the contention is probably 
this, that in Wharton v. Masterman the peraons who were entitled 
to the annuities had no interest whatever in the surplus, and therefore 
there was not any direction, so to speak, to accumulate except for the 
benefit of the person who was to become entitled, and the principle of 
Saunders v. Vautier (4 Beav. 115, Cr. & Ph. 240) applied. There being no 
interest of the annuitante in the surplus, the persons entitled became 
entitled to the surplus, and therefore, the accumulations for them being 
directed for too long a period, they were entitled to come to the court aud 
say ‘‘ It ought to be ours at the end of the twenty-one years.’ I think, 
accordingly, that Wharton v. Masterman in no way overruled Weatherall v. 
Thornburgh, and we must therefore hold also in this case that, with one 
to the accumulations between the expiration of twenty-one years and the 
death of Mrs. Greatorex, the cousins and the charity are not entitled. 

Ricay, L J.—I am of the same opinion. Unless Weatherall y. Thorndurgh 
can be treated as overruled, it seems to me to bind us completely. 
Wharton v. Masterman has been cited as inconsistent with the decision in 
tbat case I see no such inconsistency ; and there is nothing in Wharton v. 
Masterman even to raise the question that was decided in Weatherall v. 
Thornburgh. In the former case there were vested interests in the 
laimants—vested interests postponed only for the sake of other interests, 
but absolutely vested—and a direction that the interest should accumulate. 
As Lord Davey put it, there was no effective direction for accumulation at 
all, and the Tnellusson Act did not come in in any way. After the period 
that would have been lawful under the Thellusson Act, the gift of the 
income was to the persons who had a vested interest—1.¢., there was no 
breach of the Thellusson Act at all, and the persons absolutely 
entitled to the income, there was no rule of law which would take it from 
them. 
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Cotuins, L.J.—I am of the same opinion on the same grounds.— 
Counszt, Levett, Q.C., and Clarkson; Warrington, Q.C., and Maberly ; 
» QU., and Norris; J. A. Tweedale; Grant. Soxrtcrrors, Busk, 
Mellor, § Norris, for Slater, Heelis, Williamson, Colley, § Tulloch, Manchester ; 
Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for Boote, Edgar, § Co., Manchester; Tweedale, 
Sons, ¢ Lees, Uldham. 
{Reported by J. E. Morais, Barrister-at-Law.] 








High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re ISAAC GORDON. LEVENSTEIN v. GORDON. Stirling, J. 
13th and 14th July. 


ADMINISTRATION —REcEIVER—MANAGER—PROTECTION oF Next-or-KiIn oF 
AN INTESTATE. 


This was an application for the appointment of a receiver of the estate 
of Ieaac Gordon, deceased, a moneylender, who recently died a bachelor 
and intestate, leaving property estimated at over £500,000. His next-of- 
kin were a sister and four brothers, one of whom, Leopold, was at the time 
of the death in the United Kingdom carrying on a similer business to that 
of the deceased. Mr. Davis, the solicitor of the deceased, to save the 
continuance of the business, had at once taken possession of the money, 
valuables, and keys belonging to the deceased, and paid into a Birmingham 
bank, to the credit of the representatives of Isaac Gordon, a sum of over 
£28,000 in cash found at his office and in his clothes. No will having 
been found, he communicated with the defendant Leopold Gordon, 
who proceeded to obtain a grant of inistration to himself, the 
value of the estate being then sworn by him at £34,000. Letters 
of administration were on the 20th of March granted to the 





defendant, who shortly afterwards wrote to his brothers and sister 
advising them not to come to England and representing that it would be 
at least two years before there could be anything for them out of the 
estate. That advice, however, was not followed, and this action was 
brought by the sister, and all the beneficiaries were now practically before 
the court. The plaintiff and the other brothers compla‘ned of various 
matters in the administration of the estate by the defendant. Firstly, as 
to the amount of £34,000, it was said that the deceased was entitled to 
£70,000 in Birmingham Corporation Stock, an asset in hand and of great 
value, and there was the business, estimated by the plaintiff at £500,000, 
and by the defendant at £150,000. The defendant had thus not given the 
security to the Probate authorities to which the next-of-kin were entitled, 





and no corrective affidavit had been filed. The plaintiff, amongst other 
complaints pointing to a conflict between the defendant’s interest and his 
duty, complained of the way in which he had dealt with various 
debtors to the estate; to which the defendant replied that he 
had made advances on his own account, by way of renewals, 
to persons who were indebted to the estate, and that he had debited 
himeelf with the amount of such transactions up to £1,780, which he had 
paid into the banking account opened for the purpose of the estate. 
Sriaiixc, J., eaid that this statement by the defendant must be taken 
subject to some qualification, because it appeared that the amount had 
only been paid in on the day on which the affidavit was made and mani- 
festly for the purposes of the affidavit, whereas the money ought to have 
been paid in at the time of the various transactions. Looking at the 
whole of the circumstances, his lordship thought that a case had been 
made out for the appointment of a receiver. An order had been sug- 
gested - 3 counsel on behalf of the defendant, coupled with various under- 
takings for the protection of the plaintiff and the next-of-kin, which his 
lordsbip had thought for many reasons might have been accepted ; but the 
plaintiff and those who supported the application were not satisfied, and 
a poms for the appointment of a receiver. Under those circumstances he 
come to the conclusion that he ought to make the appointment. He 
would not, however, appoint a manager. The business ought to be 
wound up as speedily as possible. The usual inquiries would not be 





prosecuted except that as to creditors of the estate, without the leave of 
the judge, and there would be an additional inquiry as to the best mode | 
of disposing of the business or any part of it. ‘Pending the appointment | 
of the receiver the administrator would be at liberty to take such pro- 
ceedings against debtors to the estate as might be necessary.—Covnszz, | 
Butcher, QC., and Gatey ; Jenkins, Q.C., and Tyrrell ; Upjohn, Q.C., and | 
J. T. Wood. Soricttons, Kingsford, Dorman, & Co., for C. F. Price & Atkins, | 

; W. B. Glasier, for Bertram Silverston, Birmingham ; David | 


H 


[Reported by W. H. Dzarzz, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re DE WILTON. DE WILTON cv. MONTEFIORE. Stirling, J. 
19th June; 12th July. 


Masasace—Caracir1—Usciz any Niece—Jews—COrtenration Annoap— | 
Domictt. | 


This was a summons raising a question as to the shares into which, in 
the events which had happened, the residuary estate of the testatrix, 
Mss. Laura Judith De Wilton, was divisible. This involved a further 
question ss to the validity of a marriage contracted between a daughter of 
the testatrix and her maternal uncle, both of the parties being of the 
Jewish faith and the marriage having been solemnized according to the rites 
and usages of the Jews at Wiesbaden, where such a marriage would huve 
The testatrix died in 1899, and the question then aroee as to the 
share whi hb would bave come to her daughter Eugenie if she had survived her 
mother. Mrs. De Wilton was by birth 4 Jewess, but married a Unsistian in 
accordance with the rites of the Ohurch of England. Her daughter 
Hugenie was brought up as a Christian. In 1476 Kugenie De Wilton | 


i 


became engaged to be. married to her maternal uncle, Joseph Gompertz 
Montefiore. Both were British subjects domiciled in land. Mr. 
Montefiore was an adherent of the Jewish faith. Miss De Wilton was 
desirous of being admitted to the same faith, but could not be so admitted 
according to the rules of the syn: e to which Mr. Montefiore belonged, 
nor could she be married. They therefore went to Wiesbaden, in Germany, 
where, on the 20th of August, 1876, they went through the form of civil 
marriage, and afterwards of marriage according to the custom and practice 
of the Jews. At that time Miss De Wilton had not been formally 
admitted into the Jewish faith, but she was so admitted at Paris on the 
17th of September, 1876 ; and afterwards, on the same day, she there went 
through the form of marriage with Mr Montefiore according to the Jewish 
custom and practice The evidence shewed that such a marriage was valid 
according to the law in force at Wiesbaden. There were issue of the 
marriage five children, of whom four were still living. The testatrix 
appeared in her lifetime to have recognized them as children of her 
daughter. The question was whether the testatrix’s daughter Eugenie 
left children or issue within the meaning of the will of the testatrix. 
Srrxiine, J., in giving judgment, said that if the marriage were invalid 
the language of the will was not such as to include the children under the 
designation of ‘‘ children ’’ as used in the will of the testatrix. As regards 
the validity of the marriage, it was not disputed that the marriage of an 
uncle and niece, being British: subjects domiciled in England, was void 
uader the statute 5 & 6 Will. 4. c.54. That depended on the enactments 
contained in 32 Hen. 8, c. 38, as judicially interpreted, the leading 
authorities being Coke’s 2nd Inst., p. 683, Reg. v. Chadwick (11 Q. B. 173), and 
Brook v. Brook (9 W. R. 461, 9 H. L. C. 193). The last-mentioned case estab- 
lished that such a marriage was void although celebrated in a country where 
it would be legal as between persons domiciled there. 1t was said, however, 
that none of those statutes had any application to Jews, and it was con- 
tended that two such persons, if of the Jewish persuasion, might according 
to English law contract a valid marriage. There was no decision to that 
effect. The argument was based on the language of Lord Stowell in the 
case of Lindo v. Belisario(1 Hagg. Cons. 216), and on that of the Legislature 
in various Acts of Parliament dealing with the subject of marriage. The 
history of the Jews in this country, so far as it was material to the present 
question, was given in a note to the report of Lindo v. Belisario 
(1 Hagg. Cons., p. 217). [is lordship referred to that report and 
to section 18 of bora Hardwicke’s Act (26 Geo. 2, c. 33), intituled 
‘“*An Act for the better preventing of clandestine marriages.’’] 
Lindo v. Belisario was not an authority for the proposition that the capacity 
of members of the Jewish faith to contract marriage was regulated by 
their own Jaw, and not by the law of this country. The question in Reg. 
v. Millis (10 Cl. & Fin. 734) was also one ofform. His lordship then 
turned to the language of the statutes. Reliance was chiefly placed on 
that found in 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 85, s. 2, and 3 & 4 Vict. c..72, 8. 5, where 
it was enacted that persons professing the Jewish religion ‘‘ may continue 
to contract and solemnize marriage according tothe usages . . . of 
the said persons.”’ It was contended that, inasmuch as contract was 
spoken of in addition to solemnization, it must be taken that the Legis- 
lature had treated as valid marriages contracted in accordance with the 
rules of the Jewish law, not merely as regards the form of marriage, but 
also as to the capacity of the contracting parties. His lordship was unable 
to arrive at that conclusion. In the first place, the word ‘‘ usages ’’ was 
more apt with regard to matters of form than in relation to capacity of 
ies. Next, both these statutes (like 26 Geo. 2, c. 35) dealt with the 
formalities of marriage, and an enactment with respect to capacity was, 
prima facie at least, beyond the purview of them. Again, in the statute 10 
& 11 Vict. c. 58, passed for the express purpose of removing doubts as to 
the validity of the marriages of Quakers and Jews ‘‘ solemnized according 
to the usages of those denominations respectively,’’ it was declared and 
enacted ‘‘ that all marriages so solemnized were and are good in law to all 
intents and purposes whatsoever”’; that declaration and enactment 
related to form only. It was further to be remarked that, although in the 
statutes just mentioned, and in many others relating to formalities of 
iage (as, for example, 4 Geo. 4, c. 76; 19 & 20 Vict. c. 20; and 
61 & 62 Vict. c. 58), there was found un express exception of Jewish 
marriages, there was no such exception in 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 52, which 
dealt with capacity. In his lordship’s opinion, therefore, the marriage in 
question was not valid according to the law of England, and the fund must 
be distributed on the footing of the testatrix’s daughter, Eugenie, having 
died in her lifetime without leaving issue.—CounseL, Dicey, Q.0., and J. 
Cohen ; Henriques. Soxicrtors, F L$ Si d. 
[Reported by Pavui Sruickianp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


EARL OF LONSDALE v. CRAWFORD. Farwell, J., for Buckley, J. 
6th and 12th July. 


Wus—Serrtement—Minino Leasys—Reservation ory Carrra, Mongy— 
Serrtep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 11, 56. 


Summons under the Settled Land Acts to determine whether the plaintiff 
Hugh Cecil, Earl of Lonsdale, was bound to eet aside as capital money 
arising uuder those Acts any part of the rents reserved by certain mining 
leases granted by him of lands settled by the will (dated the 7th of 
February, 1876) of Henry, one of the previous earls, who died on the 15th 
of August, 1876. By this will large estates in the north of England were 
devised to several persons successively for life, with remainder to the issue 
of each tenant for life in tail male according to seniority. The will 
contained a power to grant mining leases, St. George, the last Kar! of 
Lonsdsle, was one of the tenants for life, and while in possession he 
purchased the reversionary life interest of his brother, the pa earl, 
and conveyed it to trustees, of whom the defendant James Lowther was 





the sole survivor, upon trusts for management fvr the benefit of the pre.ent 
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earl and his family. It was admitted that the present earl was the 
tenant for life within the meaning of the Settled Acts. Earl St. 
George died on the 8th of February, 1882, without issue, and the trustees 
entered into possession and managed the estates. The leases were mado 
by the present earl, some before and some after the Settled Land Act, 
1882, and the rents payable under them varied with the selling price of the 
minerals extracted. For the defendants, the trustee and the remainderman 
under the settlement, it was argued that the present earl was tenant for 
life under the settlement, but not under the will, and that therefore he 
could exercise the powers given to tenants for life by the Settled Land 
Acts, but not the power contained in the will, which contained provisions 
against taking a fine or premium, whilet providing that the reservation of 
rents varying with the acreage worked or the minerals extracted should 
not be considered as in the nature of a fine or premium. Consequently, it 
was contended, the reservation of capital money provided for in section 11 
of the Settled Land Act, 1882, must be made. 

July 12.—Farwett, J., after stating the facts, continued as follows: 
It is said, first, that the power of leasing under the will is no longer 
exercisable. It is not contended that that power has been extinguished 
by the alienation of the life estate, for it is now well settled that a power 
appendant may be exercised by the donee thereof although the estate to 
which it was appendant is gone, provided there is no derogation from 
the rights of the alienee of the e-tate, and there is no such derogation 
here, because Mr. Lowther has assented to all the leases that have been 
granted. [His lordship then dealt with the question whether the present 
earl was Within the description of the donee of the power of leasing in the 
will, and haviog decided that he was so as a matter of construction of the 
will, proceeded as follows:] The next objection is this—the leases reserve 
arent varying with the selling price of coal, in accordance with the custom 
of the county. It is said that this is not authorized by the power and that 
the leases for this reason cannot have been granted er the power. Now, 
the power clearly authorizes the reservation of arent in kind. Sucha 
reservation necessarily involves a variation in value, for it is practically 
certain that the value of coal will vary in a term of sixty years, and it 
would, in my opinion, be absurd to hold that the tenant for life could 
reserve a varying rent if it be reserved in kind, but could not do so if he 
reserved it according to the selling price, though the result would ‘be 
exactly the same except for the additional convenience to the lessors of 
the latter method. It is contended that the proviso at the end 
of the power is limited so as to exclude the case of such a 
varying rent, but this proviso is inserted to meet the cases where a 
varying rent is not necessarily implied in the exercise of the power. I 
cannot infer from the absence of an expression which wonll be un- 
necessary an intention to exclude them, and therefore to abrogate 
the power of leasing at varying rents already expressly given. It 
is said that the leases might equally have been granted under the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, and it is admitted that such of them as have been 
made after 1890 could have been granted under that Act and the Act of 
1890; and it is said that I ought to hold that the requirement of section 
11 of the Act of 1882 is imposed by section 56 of the same Act on all the 
leases. Under the will the tenant for life is entitled to the whole of the 
rents, &c., arising from leases of the minerals. [His lordship then read 
section 11 of the Settled Land, 1882, and continued:] If section 56 has 
the effect for which the defendants contend it will deprive a tenant for 
life of a part of his income without compensation. Now, it is a sound 
rule of construction not to construe an Act of Parliament as interfering 
with or injuriog persons’ mghts without compensation, unless one is 
compelled so to construe it—see per Lord Esher, M.R., in Attorney- 
General v. Horner (14 Q. B. D., at p. 257). Am I so obliged? [His 
lordship read section 56, sub-section 2, of the Settled Land act, 
1882, and continued:] J think that the provisions here referred to 
are provisions connected with the execution of the power—e.g., consent 
of a third person—not with the results of such execution. 
I therefore hold that section 56 does not override the provisions of the 
will in this respect. But then it is said that the leases are granted in 
execution of all powers and authorities, and are therefore executed under 
the power in the Act. Ifa man has effectively appointed under a power 
created by one instrument, he cannot again appomt the same property 
under a power created by another instrument, because there is no subject- 
matter on which the latt2r power can operate. The mere fact, therefore, 
that he purports to execute all powers does not prove that he has executed 
the statutory power, but I have to ascertain which he has in fact executed. 
The only suggestions made by couneel were that the power earlier in point 
of time should be taken to be executed rather than the later, and that the 
power more favourable to the donor of the power should be presumed to be 
executed rather than that which would deprive him of income. In the 
present case both these presumptions coincide, and nothing is suggested 
against them. I therefore hold that the power in the will, and that alone, 
has been executed, and I answer the question in the summons by saying 
that no part of the mineral rents need be set aside.—-Counser, W. F. 
Hamilton, Q.0., aud Brinton; Hughes, Q.O., and MacSwinney ; Younger, 
Q.0., and Charlton Hawkins, Soxtcrrors, Ellis § Bliis. 


[ Reported by J. F. Isxuiy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re METROPOLITAN FIRE INSURANCE CO, (LIM.), Cozens-Hardy, J. 
11th and 17th July. 
Company—Winpving ur—OontrrinvTroRY—ALLOTMENT—OPrreR AND 
ACCEPTANCE, 
Summons asking that the applicant’s name might be removed from the 








list of contributories on the ground that certain - shares in the 
company had been wrongly allotted to him. app! had been a 
shareholder in the Commercial Fire Insurance Oo. of Scotland (Limited). 
This company was wound up in April, 1898, all ita assets being transferred 
tothe Metropolitan Fire Insurance Co. upon the terms of an agreement 
dated the 14th of April, 1898, and made between the Oommercial Fire 
Insurance Co. and its liquidators of the one part, and the Metropolitan 
Fire Insurance Oo. of the other part, whereby the Fire 
Insurance Co. and its liquidators agreed to transfer and 
make over to the Metropolitan Fire Insurance Oo. all the goodwill 
and — of the pore margeony | Fire ——— Co. i, - 
being, first, an undertaking on the part of the Metropolitan to pay - 
charge all the debts and liabilities of the Commercial; secondly, an 
indemnity against all the costs of the winding up; and thirdly, the 

over of the whole staff of the Commercial. The following were 
other material clauses of the agreement: ‘‘ (5) As a further of the 
consideration of the said transfer every member of the mmercial 
shall, in respect of each such share held by him or her, be entitled 
as of right to claim an allotment to himself or herself or his or her 
nominee or nominees of either (first) a debenture bond of £1 10s., 
carrying interest at the rate of 4 per cent. per annum as from the 14th day 
of February, 1898, or (second) two ordinary shares of the Metropolitan 
of £5 each, with the sum of £1 credited as paid up on each of such shares, 
and the Metropolitan shall forthwith and within one month from the date 
hereof allot and issue the debenture bonds and shares so claimed, subject, 
however, to the condition that the Metropolitan shall not be bound to 
allot shares under this ment to anyone to whom, under their articles 
of association, they could have objected as a transferee of shares. 
(7) A member of the Commercial entitled to claim an allotment of 
debenture bonds or of shares of the Metropolitan in terms of clause 5 
hereof must claim the same within twenty-one days from the date hereof 
by sending in to the Metropolitan or to the liquidators of the Commercial 
a claim in writing for an allotment of the debenture bonds or the shares as 
they may elect, and such claim must be signed by the member making 
the same, and, when it requests that an allotment of shares may be made 
to a nominee or nominees of such member, it must be countersigned by 
such nominee or nominees. (8) The liquidators of the Commercial shall, 
within seven days from the date hereof, give notice in writing to each 
member of the Commercial, stating the amount of debenture bonds and 
the number of shares which the member is entitled to claim as of right 
under this agreement and the time within which the claim for an allotment 
as aforesaid must be sent in, and there must be enclosed there- 
with proper forms of claim for debenture bonds and for shares 
addressed to the Metropolitan for signature by the member. The notice 
aforesaid shall in each case be given by sending the same through the 
post addressed to the member at his or her registered address as appearing 
on the register of members. (9) Members of the Commercial, other than 
dissentient members hereinafter mentioned, entitled to claim as aforesaid, 
but who shall not within the period of twenty-one days before mentioned 
claim, shall be held to have elected to claim debenture bonds, and the 
liquidators shall immediately on the expiry of said twenty-one days 
nominate all such members other than dissentient members who do not 
claim for an allotment of the debenture bonds, which they are respectively 
entitled to claim under clause 5 hereof, and the Metropolitan shall forth- 
with allot such debenture bonds to the nominees of the liquidators.’’ 
clause 10 provided for the payment so far as necessary by the Metropolitan 
of the amount payable to any dissentient members of the Commercial. 
The applicant was sent a notice by the liquidators of the Commercial Co. 
On the 28th of April; 1898, the applicant wrote to the directors of the 
Metropolitan : ‘‘ As the holder of tive shares in the Commercial, I claim 
an allotment of ten ordinary shares of the Metropolitan of £5 each, 
credited as paid up to the extent of £1 per share, being the proportion to 
which I am entitled under the agreement; and I hereby agree to accept 
such shares, and to pay the further moneys payable thereon when called 
upon.’’ On the 2nd of July, 1898, the applicant wrote to the Metro- 
politan Co. withdrawing this application. The general manager ac- 
knowkdged this on the 6th of July. This letter of withdrawal was 
forwarded by the Metropolitan to the liquidators of the Commercial, 
who on the 8th of July wrote to the applicant treating him as 
entitled to debentures instead of shares. Shares were, however, 
allotted to the applicant m the Metropolitan in the autumn of 1898, 
The Metropolitan Co. was now in liquidation, and the applicant’s 
name had been placed on the list of contributories in respect of these 
shares. The applicant claimed to have his name struck off on the ground 
that his letter of the 23rd of April, 1898, was an offer which he had with- 
drawn before acceptance. 

Cozens-Haxpy, J., held that there was no direct relation between 
the applicant and the Metropolitan Co. before the 23rd of April, 
1898. The contract of the 14th of April, 1898, was made between 
the two companies, and the allotment of shares on the issue of 
debentures would have been a satisfaction pro ‘ento of the obligations 
entered into by the Metropolitan with the Commercial, and that a 
shareholder of the Commercial could not be deemed to have acquired 
any direct right under that contract as against the Metropolitan. The 
Metropolitan was open to refuse the application, and even if such 
refusal had been wrongful, the only persons who could have claimed 
compensation would have been the parties to the agreement. There was 
nothing in the written documents to support the theory that the liquidators 
of the Commercial were to be deemed agents of the Metropolitan in sending 
the notice to the applicant; and, aparc from these, there was no evidence 
of agency. The reasoning of the Lords Justices in Re New Bberhard? Ce., 
Ex parte Mensies (88 W. R. 97, 43 Ch. D. 118) was inconsistent with this 
view. ‘The applicant’s name must, therefore, be removed from the list of 
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contributories.—CounseL, Herbert Jacobs ; F. Whinney. Soxicrrons, Amery- 
Parkes § Powell ; Rowe § Maw. 
[Reported by C. W. Mzap, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re GUTTA-PERCHA CORPORATION (LIM.). Cozens-Hardy, J. 
10th and 11th July. 


Company—Winvinc trp—SHAREHOLDER’s Peririon—VoLuNTARY WINDING 
uP ProceEepinc — Fravp. | 

Petition by a shareholder for the compulsory winding up of the company. | 
The company opposed the petition on the ground that a voluntary | 
winding up was still in progress, It, however, appeared that the voluntary 
winding up had been agreed to by the shareholders on the understanding 
that a scheme of reconstruction was to beadopted ; this scheme had, how- 
ever, fallen through. 

Cozens-Harpy, J., held that the fact of a voluntary winding up being 
in progress was primd facie a serious objection to such a petition, but it 
was not a sufficient answer in the present case. The evidence shewed that 
the company’s affairs had been mismanaged to an extent almost beyond 
belief. If the court had jurisdiction, and no doubt it had, the case 
was 80 suspicious and so required investigation that he was bound to 
make a compulsory order. The voluntary winding up was not of the 
ordinary kind. The shareholders had been told that a favourable 
reconstruction scheme was:to be adopted, and on that footing, and 
obviously only to give effect to the scheme, had resolved on voluntary 
winding up. But the scheme had fallen through, and the foundation of 
the voluntary liquidation had gone. It was not acase where the share- 
holders had simply resolved on winding up to put an end to the company, | 
but here they had done so only for the purpose of reconstruction, which 
had since proved abortive. There must be the usual compulsory winding- | 
up order.—Covunset, Eve, Q.C, and Muir Mackenzie; Macnaghten, Q.C., | 
and Clauson. Soxtcrrors, Lawrence & Webster ; Riddail § Co., for Walter 
Morgan, Bruce, § Nicholas, Pontypridd. 

[Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law. | | 


| 








Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re POOLE & ROBINSON. Cozens-Hardy, J. 17th July. 


Soxicrrorn—fcare or Costs—Souicrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & | 
45 Vict. c. 44)—GeneraL Onper, Scuepcrze I., Parr II., anv 
Scuepvute II, 


This was a summons for the taxation of two bills of costs of the | 
respondents, Messrs. Poole & Robinson, solicitors. ‘The facts were briefly 
these: The respondents acted as solicitors for the lessors in regard to two 
leases of premises in Johnson’s-court, Fleet-street, granted under two 
building agreements, both dated the 28th of April, 1899. By clause 9 of | 
these sgreements, which was identical in both, it was agreed that | 
“The tenant shall pay to the landlords the sum of £5 5s. on the signing of 
this agreement for the costs of and incidental thereto, and in addition 
thereto the authorized scale charges for the leases hereby agreed to be | 
granted.” The form of lease was in each case scheduled to the agreement. 
mera, seer 4 the respondents sent in their bill of costs, charging according | 
to the second scale of Part II. of Schedule I. to the General Order under the | 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 44). The plaintiff's | 
solicitors contended that with the exception of the necessary slight altera- | 
tions in such drafts, the drafts of the leases were identical with the form | 
of the leases in the schedules to the agreements. The slight varia- | 
tions were as to whether the plans should be drawn in the | 
margin of the leases, the fixing of the time for the completion of | 
the buildings, and the ineertion in the blanks left for that purpose | 
of the amounts of the ground-rents and insurance. It was argued | 
for the plaintiff that the respondent could only claim scale charges | 
where the whole of the work had been substantially done by the solicitors 
In this case the variations from the scheduled form were so slight that it 
could not be said that the respondents had done the whole of the work. 
Respondents should send in a bill for work and labour done, according to 
the old system as modified by Schedule IJ. of the order. Counsel for 
plaintiff referred to the cases of Re Hickley §& Steward (833 W. R. 320) and 
Wellby v. Hill (43 W. R. 73; 1895, 1 Ch. 526). 
were not called upon. 

Cozens-Haxvy, J., said that the case was clearly covered by clause 9 of 


the agreement. He must dismiss the summons with costs.—CovnseL, 
Ashton Cross ; Eve, Q.C., and Martelli. Souscrrors, Alpe & Ward; Poole & 
Robinson. 


[Reported by J. H. Davies, Barrister-at-Law. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Oxpex or Court. 
Monday, the 16th day of July, 1900. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 


Britain, do nereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Brnyy (1899—G.—No. 2,234). 
In the Matter of The (sutta Percha Corporation, Limited 





The Right 


Honourable Sir Edward Thornton, G.C.B. v The Gutta Percha Cor- 
poration, Limited. 


Haresvity, C. 





; | dealing with the Articled Clerks’ Fund. 
Counsel for respondents | to every member that a section of the Solicitors Act required that 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 


Tue annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was eld on 
Friday, the 13th inst., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, Mr. H. 
Manisty, the retiring president, taking the chair. The following members 
of the Council were present : Messrs. Robert Ellett (vice-president, Ciren- 
cester), Joseph Addison, Henry Attlee, Charles Mylne Barker, James 
Simuel Beale, Ebenezer John Bristow, John Wreford Budd, Robert 
Cunliffe, George Edgar Frere, the Rt. Hon. Sir Henry Hartley Fowler, 
M.P., G.C.S I., William Howard Gray, John Edward Gray Hill (Liverpool), 
John Hollams, James Warnes Howlett (Brighton), John Hunter, Heury 
James Johnson, Grinbam Keen, Stephen Henham King (Maidstone), Harry 
Wilmot Lee, Charles Berkeley Margetts (Huntingdon), Thomas Marshall 
(Leeds), Joseph Farmer Milne (Manchester), Frederic Parker Morrell 
(Oxford), Richard Pennington, Thomas Rawle, Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P., 
Charles Stewart, Robert Lowe Grant Vassall (Bristol), William Melmoth 
Walters, and Philip Witham. The following extraordinary members ot 
the Council were also present: Mesers. J. Ansell (Birmingham), H. H. 
Curter (Nottingham), E. W. N. Knocker, C.B. (Dover, Kent Law Society), 
H. J. Osborne: (Shifnal, Shropshire Law Society), C. L. Samson (Man- 
chester), and O. E. Stevens (Liverpool). There wasa very large attendance 
of members. 
PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester) was elected president of the society, and 


| Sir H. H. Fowler, M.P., G.C.S.I., vice-president for the year ensuing. 


AUpIToRs. 


The following were elected auditors of the society’s accounts for the 
year ensuing: Messrs. John S. Chappelow, F.0.A., Alexander Neale, and 
George Arthur Fisher. 


VACANCIES ON THE CoUNCIL. 


There were twelve vacancies on the Council owing to the retirement of 
ten members by rotation and of Mr. William Williams and Mr. B. G. 
Lake by resignation. The following were the candidates for election, 
tho e marked with an asterisk going out of office by rotation: Messrs. 
* Charles Mylne Barker, * John Wreford Budd, Harvey Clifton, Grantham 
Robert Dodd, * Robert Ellett (Cirencester), *Sir Henry Hartley Fowler, 
M.P., G.C.8.I., Messrs. * William Howard Gray, Henry Edward Gribble, 
* John Hunter, * Henry Manisty, *T homas Marshall (Leeds), * Frederic 
Parker Morrell (Oxford), Frank Rowley Parker, and * Thomas Rawle. 

The Present said he had received a letter from Mr. Grantham Dodd 
to the effect that when he was nominated he was not aware that the 
Council were nominating Mr. Gribble and Mr. Parker. He was uowilling 
to oppose their election, and would therefore withdraw his candidature. 
It had been, he said, a matter of surprise that one of the most respected 
retiring members had been nominated for re-election although he had 
openly mentioned his intention to retire from practice. He (the president) 
did not know what that applied to, but it did not seem to him germane to 
the matter. As the candidates were more in number than the vacancies 
an election by ballot would be necessary, and he appointed the Ist of 
August for receiving the report of the scrutineers. The following gentle- 
men were appointed scrutineers : Messrs. H. M. Crookenden, W. J. Fraser, 
Leslie Hunter, O. B. Martyn, and E. H. Nash. 

Mr. A. H. Hastie (London) asked what would happen if the president 
and vice-president were not re-elected ? 

The Prestpgnr: We should consider that when the question arose. We 
never consider hypothetical questions. 


Socrety’s Accounts. 


The society’s accounts, shewing an income of £36,781 19s., the excess of 
income over expenditure being £4,187 11s. 3d., were laid before the 
meeting, and the Prestpent moved their adoption. 

The Vice-Prestpent seconded the motion. ; 

Mr. Cuarntes Forp (London) referred to that part of the accounts 
He said it was well known 
| the account as to students’ fees should be separately kept, and he 
| protested against the very unfair way in which certain expenses were 

apportioned to that account. The total amount received from the 

articled clerks was £8,291, and by the method which, in the wisdom 
| of the auditors, was adopted the students were debited with £11,893 19s. 1d. 
| Therefore the students were financially in a painfully insolvent position. 
| He contended that if a fairer eed were adopted there would be a 
| considerable surplus due to them. Then the prizes which were offered to 
| encourage the students to qualify themselves for their profession amounted 

to £226 17s. 4d. That was a most discouraging state of things. Then they 
| were debited with £659 15s. 6d. as their share of the “rates, taxes, and 
| voluntary subscriptions,’’? which amount covered the Law Society Club, sv 
| that the students contributed to the maintenance of the institution. They 
| were debited with £3,504 as *‘ salaries to officers, clerks and servants, and 
| pensions,’’ and for * printing, stationery, and advertisements ’’ they were 
| charged £761 6s. 94. Then there was the item ‘‘ refreshment to assistant 
| examiners, &c.’’ £54 Os. 1d., and ** fees to tutors, assistant examiners, &c., 
| and grants to provincial law societies’’ £4,020 7s. 1d. What did the 

tutors do? (Mr. Hastrz: Nothing.) Absolutely nothivg, as his friend 
| said. ‘Turning to the general expenditure of the suciety, there was the item 
| ‘entertainments after each examination and Council luncheons for the 

year’’ £739 158. 4d. One did not begrudge a little repast to those who 


wanted it, but he ventured to say that item might be largely reduced, 
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Then there was a very alarming item, ‘‘law and parliamentary expenses, 
including costs allowed by committee under Solicitors Act, 1888, and 
edings with reference to important measures in Parliament,” 
$5,054 17s. 9d. That was a great deal of money and he should like to 
know whether included in that was the £2,000 spoken of in the report 
lately issued as the sum which the society was involved in gathering 
evidence to assist the Public Prosecutor to prosecute some offender. He 
would only say that the accounts were far from satisfactory, as the Articled 
Clerks’ Fund was most unfairly dealt with, and there might be a very 
considerable curtailment as regarded the expenditure side of that account. 
A Country Memuer said he did not see any entry as to rent paid by the 
cub. Did they pay any rent ? 

The Prestpent: They do not. 

Mr. J.8. Rusrysrern (London): Do they pay any proportion of the rates ? 

The PrestpentT: No. 

The Memuer : On what terms do the club hold the tenancy ? 

The Presipent: That will be answered directly. 

Mr. Kk. Pennineton (chairman of the Finance Committee) said that one 
of the items Mr. Ford had dealt with was an item of £54 03. 1d. for 
refreshment to assistant examiners. Of course the assistant examiners 
must take refreshment ; the only question was whether they should pay 
for it or the society should provide it. The sum was not a very large one, 
and he could not think that Mr. Ford was serious in making an objection 
to the item. There were twelve or fifteen examiners. With regard to the 
apportionment of expenses, that, of course, was a matter of considerable 


importance, and the question whether the Council were right or wrong was: 


amatter of importance, and Mr. Ford was quite justified in calling atten- 
tion to it. But it wasa very old story. The principle of apportionment 
was approved several years ago by two of her Majesty’s judges, the Lord 
Chancellor and the Master ot the Rolls of that day, as being the proper 
method of settling the accounts. They considered it to be quite un- 
reasonable that articled clerks should have the use of these buildings — 
He co 

ust understand why it should be supposed that articled clerks ought to 
expect it. (Cries of ‘‘Olub.’?) He would come to the club by-and-bye. 
He was dealing with the articled clerks at present. The principle 
was, after full consideration, endorsed by those two judges as a 
correct principle. Then the question only remained as to the amount. 
With regard to the amount great pains were taken, and the assistance of a 
very eminent firm of surveyors was secured to allocate to the articled 
clerks not more than would be their fair proportion of the rent and other 
expenses. That figure was ascertained, and the Council had acted upon it 
ever since. With regard to the rates, of course the same principle applied. 
As to “‘ fees to tutors,’”” he supposed that would be considered right if the 
tutors were suitable persons and were doing good work for the society. 
That was a question he could not enter into now, it would not be a suitable 
occasion, but seeing that they were doing good work, and, it must be 
assumed, of course, so long as the Council thought it right their services 
should be retained, they should be properly paid for those services, and 
those services were rendered in the cause of education. There were sixteen 
examiners and there were two tutors. These assisted in the education of 
articled clerks. 

A Memuer: Is it here or in the country. Where do they assist in the 
education of articled clerks ? 

Mr. Pennrncton: Here. They had classes in two of the rooms. He 
did not think he need say anything about the ‘‘ entertainments’ item. It 
was a stock item. The members were perfectly well aware that after each 
examination there was an entertainment. He thought they were of great 
benefit to the society. They brought together a great number of gentle- 
men, men of position in the profession with whom the Counci) were 
brought into contact, and he tvought it was a gocd thing they should 
take the opportunity these entertainments gave them of cultivating 
their friendship and goodwill. (A Vorce: Council’s luncheons.) They 
were included, of course, in the item. The entertainments were held in 
one of the rooms of the society, but the provisions were supplied by the 
club, and they were paid for by the society to the club. The “law and 
Parliamentary expenses ’’ was a very large item, but he did not imagine 
the members of the society would object to that expenditure. It included 
the expenses of making inquiry into the conduct’ of solicitors and of 
bringing those members of the profession whom it was considered right 
before the Discipline Committee. He thought it was a legitimate item, 
and he did not believe any member of the society would say that the 
Council’s efforts in that direction should be in any way curtailed. With 
regard to the club, it paid no rent, as had been mentioned. It paid no 
tatesexcept the water and lighting rates. Of course, to fully appreciate 
the question it would be necessary to go into the history of the club, and 
as that question was coming on later he would not go into itnow. When 
the members had heard what was to be said on that side later they could 
form their judgment as to whether or not it was right the club should pay 
ho rent and no rates. 

Mr. For» said he had asked whether included in the law and parlia- 
mentary expenees, &c., £5,054 17s. 9d., was the £2,000 expenditure which 
the society had incurred in collecting evidence to assist the Public 
Prosecutor in prosecuting a solicitor. A paragraph in the annual report 
said: ‘It would, however, be a mistake to suppose that the Council 
take no action in the case of solicitors co | guilty of criminal 
offences beyond proceedings for getting them removed from the roll ; they 
do, in fact, place at the disposal of the Public Prosecutor the evidence 
obtained by them in the course of their inquiries, to assist him in 
prosecuting, and quite recently a case occurred in which the evidence 

ected by the society, at an expenditure exceeding £2,000, was 
furnished to the Public Prosecutor, and on it mainly a solicitor was con- 
victed and sentenced to penal servitude.” 
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Mr. Pennincton : Certainly. 


Mr. Haste asked if that was the case in which the Discipline Committee 
held that there was no primd facie case against the solicitor. 

The Presipent said that Mr. Hastie was quite undera mistaken impression 
with ~—— to that. He observed in the public press that Mr. Hastie had 
fallen into the same mistake. The conduct of Mr. Beale was inquired 
into by the Discipline Committee some years a = certain specified 
charges and the committee came to the conclusion the case was not 
proved. After that there were charges made Mr. Beale which 
were investigated, and they were on the point of being brought before the 
court when the Public Prosecutor in and took criminal 
and it was with regard to that case that the £2,000 was expended, and it 
was upon that case that Mr. Beale was convicted. They were distinct 
cases, different facts, and different circumstances. 

A Memuer: Is it not a fact that the Discipline Committee is somewhat 
of a debt collecting agency ? 

The Prestpent : I think not ; it is just the reverse. 

The Memszr: Does not it frequently occur that a solicitor in default has 
time given him to poy up the money ? 

The Presrpgnt : t may happen in certain cases. I can quite conceive 
that will happen. 

The Memser : It does happen ? 

The Prestpent: I have no doubt. 

The Memner: In many cases ? 

The Presipent: Yes. 

The accounts were then adepted. 


Deravu.tinc Soxicrrors. 

The Paesipent said it would be remembered that at the last general 
meeting a committee was appointed to inquire into the best means of 
protecting the profession and the public — such malpractices as had 
been disclosed in certain recent cases. committee had made its 
report and it had been circulated. As chairman of the committee he had 
signed the report at wae oar of all the members, and as tue chairman 
he now presented it formally to the meeting. Then as president he might 
inform them that the report had been considered by the Council and that 
the Council approved of the recommendations contained in it. He moved 
that the report be received and adopted. 

Mr. B. R. Heaton (London), who originally moved the appointment of 
the committee, seconded the motion. He hoped the report would be 
uvanimously adopted. The committee was fully representative. It 
included members who represented ically the whole of England. 
The country members, at trouble and expense, had come up to give 
the London members the benefit of their views. They had also called 
meetings of their local law societies and learned their views. 

Mr. Forp asked whether it was co as stated in the public press, 
that Sir George Lewis had withdrawn from the committee? 

The Prestpent: Yes. 

Mr. Rusrystsin said he could not quite endorse everything in the report. 
At the same time the society owed a debt of gratitude to the committee for 
the very active and prompt manner in which they had dealt with the 
subject. But one must be very careful not to legislate in a panic, and it 
might be desirable that the report should be referred back to the committee 
for further consideration. This was not the first time within their own 
recollection that outcries had been made against defaulting solicitors. He 
could call to mind a somewhat similar agitation about twenty years ago 
when a number of solicitors unfortunately failed. Sir Francis Peek took 
a great interest in the matter at that time and offered prizes for the best 
essays on how to deal with it. Mr. Muuton was selected as the assessor, 
and the first prize essay recommended that the Council should intervene to 
prevent any solicitor who became bankrupt from practising uaotil he had 
satisfied the proper authority that the bankruptcy had arisen from circum- 
stances for which he could not be held responsible. It was rather 
interesting that the same suggestion now came up and appeared to be on 
the eve of being dealt with in a practical manner. Toe first item that 
struck one in the report was its comparative newness. Everything eeemed 
to have been suggested within the last few months. The Solicitors Act 
was passed in 1888, and the report stated that the registrar, practically 
the society, had the right to refuse a certificate where twelve months had 
elapsed since the issue of the last certificate. But only last year it 
appeared that it was decided that the discretion of the registrar was far 
larger, and that he had the right to refuse to renew the certificate if he 
pleased in the case of a bankruptcy. It had taken the Council twelve 
years to recognize what their rights were under the Act. He had been 
rather interested in reading in the newspapers the day before the report 
of the ca:e of a bankrupt within probably a stone’s throw of the society's 
building who had applied for his discharge. He had been made bankrupt 
in 1897. There were some ial features about the case which one 
would conceive the Council would have been well aware of and might 
have induced them to prevent him getting on the rolls as he did to-day as 
one of the solicitors of the High Court. Becauee it ap that he 
= in his business a solicitor who had been struck off the rolls 
under an arrangement by which the solicitor in question and he shared 
the profits. That was a notorious case, aud could not have been any 
secret to the society. He wanted to know how it happened the society 
allowed this man to apply for a certificate. 

The Prestpsnr: You must pardon me. We have a great deal of busi- 
ness before us. You are speaking to a motion that the report should be 
referred back. You cannot ask a question with regard to a particular case. 

Mr. Rvuuinsrern : I am speaking on the report. 

The Prestpenr: It is not relevant to the motion to refer it back. 

Mr. Rusensratn said he would come to the particular portion to which he 
took a very strong objection. Tae report said: * If it should be found 
that the constitution of the society does not justify the application of its 
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funds to these purposes the committee recommend that steps should be 
taken to obtain the necessary powers. But the resources of the society 
may be found inadequate to the necessary expenditure. It is, however, to 
be remembered tbat if the criminal law be extended as suggested, many of 
’ the cases now heard by the committee appointed by the Master of the Rolls, 
under the Act of 1888, will be criminal offences and will ccme before the 
criminal courts instead of the committee, thus reducing the expenditure in 
respect of which £2,500 per annum is at present granted by Government. 
The Government would probably allow the amount not required for the 
expenditure under the Act of 1888 to be used for these new duties; and 
should further funds become necessary, the committee suggest that 
application should be made by the society to Government for a larger 
t.”” He was absolutely opposed to this application year by year to 
the Government for a grant. He considered it was derogatory to the 
society. Unfortunately there was far too little independence on the part 
of the Council. They had apparently always seemed to consider their duty 
performed when they had made a representation to the authorities, whether 
that representation was attended to or not. They did not seem to think 
it was necessary to follow the matter up in the future. He thought the 
society had been far too dependent upon the authorities. The Council 
bad not taken that firm stand which the influence of solicitors entitled 
them to. It was one of the most mischievous proceedings that could have 
been adopted to apply to the Government for a public grant. They 
had a right to ask the Government to allow them to receive so much 
from the certificate duty, to which they were absolutely entitled, 
instead of going with their hats in their hands for a public grant There 
were many ways by which funds could have been found. They had heard 
already a reference to the club. Why not clear that out and get a rent for 
the premises even, if the society did not require the use of them for 
themselves? It was most derogatory to apply to the Government. The 
profession appeared almost afraid to say anything. He had noticed that in 
several instances. It was so with regard to legal procedure, which every- 
body admitted to be in a hopeless tangle. They had been claiming for 
many years past that solicitors should have a voice in framing rules of 
procedure, and at last the president for the time being was appointed on 
the Rule Committee. It was admitted that that was a farce. The 
president was a very busy man, and in addition to his own practice he had 
all the work of the presidential office. But he was appointed on the 
committee, and the authorities said, ‘‘ You are represented.’’ The society 
had no voice in regulating procedure. The same observation applied to the 
Land Transfer Bill, and their clients were the sufferers, because the Act 
was profitable to the profession. He asserted that it was a most iniquitous 
Act. When the Council, against their better judgment, consented to the 
Act being passed, it was the first year that this Parliamentary grant was 
made. He insisted that that Parliamentary grant should not be asked 
for. There should be other means of obtaining the required funds. There 
was a very large number of solicitors allover the country. Why were they 
not all brought in as members of the society? Then there would be a 
sufficiently large union for dealing with these matters. He moved, as an 
amendment, that the report be referred back to the committee for further 
consideration. 
Mr. E. Kruser (London) seconded the motion. He did not think the 
— had done the society or the members of the profession justice. It was 
very well in a time of depression and excitement to get up a report 
founded on the articles in the newspapers, or on suggestions made by 
some member of the society who was a sort of free lance in the 
Times. That was not the way a learned body of men should be moved. 
The society should take time to consider this great question and should so 
act that the public should look at all sides of it. What he was struck with 
in the report was not what it contained but what it did not contain. The 
annual report gave a statement of the proceedings of the Discipline 
Committee during the eleven years the Solicitors Act, 1888, had been 
inoperation. During those eleven years there had been 1,164 applications 
against solicitors. Uf these 116 were applications by solicitors on their 
own behalf for the removal of their names from the rolle, which left 1,048 
cases of complaints against solicitors. Out of the number no less than 
555 were reported to contain no case against the solicitor. That meant 
that the majority of cases against the profession were without foundation. 
It was all very well for the public to accuse solicitors because some few 
had failed for a few hundreds or thousand¢‘of pounds ; he asserted that the 
honour of the profession was very high. Were the public forgetful that 
every year either directly or indirectly no less than £250,000,000 sterling 
were invested under or through the advice of the solicitors? Turning 
in to the report, 233 cases were withdrawn by leave or dismissed, which 
shewed that here again there was no real case against the solicitor. The 
number reported was 250, and out of that number 60 decisions were given 
in tavour of the solicitors against whom the reports were made. So that 
although there were 1,048 cases there were only 190 convictions. Did not 
that speak volumes’ He was very glad to see the great interest taken in 
this question by the members, which he hoped was a harbinger of better 
times for the profession and the public. But it would be wrong to allow 
the public to continue under their present delusion or the press to make 
their comments as they had done without these facts being brought to their 


Mr. W. P. W. Putitmore (London) agreed with Mr. Rubinstein’s 
amendment in many respects. He thoroughly disagreed with the report. 
It bore u it the mark of Sir George Lewis. tir George Lewis was a 


ed criminal lawyer who had made himself famous by prosecuting 

and defending rogues, and naturally, like the shoemaker, he believed in 
leather. The report was as to three-fourths of its contents taken up with 
the subject of the punishment, prosecution, and so forth of solicitors, 
whilst the ae quarter only dealt with what he considered a far more 
e prevention of fraud on the part of solicitors. It 


important matter, t 











was not by increasing the punishment, but by setting their own houses ig 
order poe f raising a high standard of professional practice, that thege 
offences would be stamped out. There was no profession in the coun 
which was so unpopular as the solicitors’. So unpopular was it that thirty 
years ago the name was changed; but it remained the same, and what 
attorneys were thirty years ago in the popular idea solicitors were 
nowadays. He was in agreement with Mr. ber when he said there wag 
a great deal too much made of the defaults of solicitors. He thought the 
report did not meet the case. He should like to have seen a manifesto 
from the Council explaining what the practice was in the higher ranks of 
the profession. He would like to have seen some rules laid down as to 
what was the best way of conducting a solicitor’s office, because these 
things were managed by professional feeling and etiquette, and he was 
sure that the knowledge of what the president of this society did in his 
office would have far more weight with the profession at large than all 
these diatribes and suggestions of penal servitude and so forth. It had 
been a complaint against the Council that they did not prosecute ; but they 
did prosecute. When some wretched man did not pay his certificate duty 
they prosecuted him, but not when he committedacrime. But it was quite 
right ; he did not believe in the Council taking up the duties of the Public 
Prosecutor. But he asserted that the Council laid itself open to the imputa- 
tion that it prosecuted misfortune but did not prosecute crime. He objected 
to the following part of the report: “‘The committee, however, feel that, 
for the protection of the profession and the public, the punishment of 
solicitors guilty of misappropriation of money or property should be 
ensured. ‘They believe that the members of the society share this feeling, 
and they recommend that the society do everything in their power, whether 
in support of the Public Prosecutor or a private complainant, or 
independently of either, to secure that this shall be done. They conse- 
quently suggest that the provincial law societies and all members of the 
profession should be requested to bring these matters to the notice of the 
Council, and that in all cases in which it shall be responsibly alleged that 
a solicitor has misappropriated moneys or securities entrusted to him asa 
solicitor or trustee, that the Council, if satisfied that the case is a proper 
one, shall take or authorize such action as may be necessary or expedient 
to secure the immediate and effective prosecution of the offender, either by 
communicating with the Public Prosecutor or by assisting the aggrieved 
party at the expense of the society, or by the society itself prosecuting at 
its own expense, as in the opinion of the Uouncil the necessities of the case 
may require.”” The members of the profession were here invited to act as 
spies upon their brethren and to take up the part of detectives. That was 
a most objectionable line to adopt. They ought not to advocate any 
especial law for solicitors. They were under the law of the country and 
ought to be left to the criminal authorities to be dealt with if they were 
guilty of any wrong. 

Mr. C. L. Samson (Manchester) as a country member of the special 
committee hoped the meeting would unanimously adopt the report. 
The speeches that had been made in support of the amendment 
would have been very proper upon the question as to whether any 
committee should be appointed when the comments in the news- 
papers might very properly have been referred to. But they had 
not to blame the public for the agitation; unfortunately, 1t had pro- 
ceeded from members of their own profession. It had been commenced 
and fostered by them. Tne committee had inquired into the matter at 
great length and with great care, and it represented the members of the 
Council and the provincial societies, who had unanimously agreed to the 
report. Every report where there were strong views on one side and on 
the other must be a compromise report. The report had done one great 
service; it had settled once for all this agitation, this spurious agitation 
which bad been raiced against the profession. It had satisfied the leading 
organ of the press, for the Zimes had accepted the report as being far more 
than they had expected, a wise settlement of the matter. ‘he public, by 
the absence of all comment on the report, had indorsed it. There might 
be a differeuce of opinion as to whether the society should take up prosecu- 
tions or not. But the report had only laid it down that the society was 
zealous to see that offenders should be prosecuted, and that the guilty 
should not escape ; but that the Public Prosecutor was the proper authority 
to take action. Butif in a case where the Council considered there ought 
to be a prosecution the Public Prosecutor did not think fit to take action, 
the Council reserved to themselves the right to bring the offender to 
justice. As regarded the statement that the trail of Sir George Lewis was 
in the report, anyone attending the committee, and seeing what little 
influence Sir George Lewis exercised upon their deliberations, would know 
there was no foundation for such a suggestion. They did not want Sir 
George Lewis to come to them and tell them what their duty was. They 
did not want Sir George Lewis to say, ‘‘ If you do not adopt my suggestion 
I will retire from the committee, and you will hear from me again.’ 
What did they care whether they heard from him again or not? His 
remarks in future would be received with the same attention as in 
the part. What was wanted was the cordial co-operation of every 
member of the committee, and if Sir George air special knowledge 
and great talent, which they all admitted, would have helped them, 
the committee would have been glad of it. If every member of the 
coramittee had retired because he could not get his own ideas adopted, the 
committee would have dwindled away. Sir George Lewis had practically 
said : ‘‘ I will force my own ideas upon you, and if [ cannot I will retire, and 
you will hear from me again.’”” What did hedo? Whilst the committee 
were deliberating on these matters in private, Sir George Lewis wrote to 
the press and presented a most garbled account of the proceedings of the 
comunittee. But it was not the question whether Sir George Lewis had 
acted rightly or wrongly ; the question was the adoption of the report, and 
— to the meeting to adopt it as unanimously as the committee 
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Mr. W. P. Fviiacar (Bolton), as another country member, agreed entirely 
that their great, their honourable profession was as free from fault as any 
profession. He urged that they should not stultify themselves in the eyes 
of the public by sending the report back. Let them adopt it, and let there 
be an end to these miserable attacks, these miserable ings which 
had appeared in the press from time to time with regard to members of 
the profession. He agreed with Mr. Samson that what they were suffering 
from proceeded from members of the profession rather than from those 
outside. They had made attacks—which, in some cases, were anonymous 
—which, if one read between the lines, one could only come to the 
conclusion were made because they had disappointed because they 
had not been themselves made members of the Council, or from some other 
unworthy reason. 

Mr. ©. E. Lonemore (Hertford) said he was not a member of the 
committee, but he cordially agreed with the report, which was wise and 
moderate. Why were they asked to refer the report back? If they 
did, surely outside critics would think they were afraid as ee 
sion of the recommendations it contained. Some criticism been 

ed with reference to the recommendations as to the amendment 
of the criminal law. Were they not absolutely sound? Was it not 
monstrous that a client who gave a solicitor a certain sum of money 
to complete a purchase when he found the money had been misappropriated 
should have no criminal remedy? Was it not clear that the committee 
were sound and right in this, that when a man committed such an offence, 
a bankrupt solicitor or whatnot, he should be amenable to the criminal 
law? As to the point of which so much had been made by Sir George 
Lewis, as to whether a prosecution should be taken up by the society or by 
the Public Prosecutor the committee had come toa most wise decision. Was it 

of the duty of the society to paneer ok OE its members? Was 
it not much more sound that a prosecution should be in the hands of the 
official appointed by the Government. If the society took a prosecution 
up and it failed, it would be said: “‘ Of course it ed ; the Law Society 
prosecuted, and meant it to do so.’’ Supposing again that the prosecution 
was sent down into the country to the president of a local law society. 
Would not there be sympathy with the solicitor who was prosecuted, and 
would it not be said that the local solicitor was prosecuting him with a 
view to obtaining a share of his practice? The member of the committee 
who had dissented, however eminent he might be, had dissented on totally 
insufficient grounds, and one could not help thinking that he had 
determined to find some point to split upon and had acted with a view 
to shewing that the only honest solicitor in England was Sir George 
Lewis. The committee had shewn their loyalty notwithstanding the 
criticism passed upon them, and that they had succeeded was proved by 
the fact that the 7imes and leading papers who were at one time hostile to 
the society had turned round and eaid that the re was a most wise 
one. Were they going to stand aloof and say “‘ We do not agree.”’ Let 
them shew by their unanimous vote that they cordially agreed with the 
general spirit of the report, though some of them possibly might not 
agree with every detail. 

The Presrpenr proceeied to put the amendment, when there were loud 
cries of *‘ Withdraw.”’ 

Mr. Rusrstern said he was prepared to withdraw if the paragraph of 
the report to which he had referred could be modified. 

The amendment was negatived by a large majority, and the report was 
then unanimously adopted. 

Mr. Guriprorp Lewis (London) proposed a vote of thanks to the com- 
mittee, and it was agreed to. 

The Prestpent: Un behalf of the committee I am sure I only voice 
their feeling in thanking you very sincerely for the vote you have just 
passed. . 


Annvat Report. 


The Przstpent moved the adoption of the annual report. 

Mr. Forp said there were one or two matters of interest in the annual 
report which ought not to be dover. He was sorry to see that not- 
withstanding all the efforts of the members and the Council the number 
of members had only been increased by thirteen during the year. The 
report stated with regard to the ‘‘ finances of the society” that a sum of 
£2,500 had been received from the Chancellor of the Exchequer ‘on 
account of the expenses incurred by the society under the Solicitors Act, 
1888.” He certainly thought that the members of the society, as well as 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, ought to have some information as to 
how that amount had been expended. He was not aware how many 
members of the Council there were who favoured grants. Dealing with 
“legal education,’ the report said ‘‘Grants have been made to 
Birmingham, Liverpool, and Manchester,” but it did not say what the 
grants were. What could be more unsatisfactory than the facts? It wasa 
miserable £100 in each case, and it ought to be £500 or £600. A slight 
redeeming feature was that a grant of £500 had been made to the 
Yorkshire Law Society to be paid in instalments extending over two 
years; and a separate grant of £50 a year for two years had been made to 
Sheffield. That was an indication that what had been done for these 
towns ought to be done throughout the and breadth of the country. 

ery considerable city and town ought to be helped in the matter of legal 
education by the central society. Tne members did not know what a 
splendid opportunity the society had lost by not co-operating in the 
matter of legal education with the London University. The paragraph 
with regard to listing motions in the Chancery Division was very amusing. 
It said : ‘‘ There does not appear to be any immediate pros) of the reform 
advocated by the society as regards motions the 
Division being effected. As stated in the annual report for 1899 the 
suggestion did not secure the concurrence of the General Council of the 
Bar, and the Lord Chancellor has since informed the Council that he had 
congylted the judges and that they were not in favour of it.” Half-a- 





dozen members of the society—not more—knew that for twenty years the 


society had been hammering at what was only right and proper, that the 
Chancery motions should be listed ; and they were not listed solely in the 
interests of the leaders of the bar. 

The report was unanimously adopted. 


Law Oxvs. 


Mr. Hastie moved in accordance with notice: ‘‘ That the Council are 
directed to give the shortest possible notice to the Law Club to quit the 
of the society, and with to make such arrangements for 
supplying refreshments to the general body of the members as may be 
deemed most convenient.’? He observed that at the time he became a 
member of the society the club was a very close body. Anyone at that 
time who would dare to stand up and criticize the decision of the club 
committee had no chance of being elected to that body. 

Mr. W. Metmoru Watrers (London): Thatis not true. I say from 
personal knowledge that is absolutely untrue. 

Mr. Hastre said: Then perhaps Mr. Walters would tell them why it was 
that when the question of the club became a bu question, the club 
had had to throw its doors open to every member of the society. The 
general convenience of the members of the society had not been studied in 
any arrangements which had been made with regard to the club. It was 
a monstrous thing that thousands of members of the society, a large 
number of whom lived in the country, could get neither bite nor sup in 
the society’s building. A portion of that building was given up to a few 
members without the payment of any rent, who were able to pay for any 
accommodation they might desire. It had been suggested to him before 
he belonged to the club that it was a sort of munificent institution which 
did a great deal for the society. He belonged to the club for two or three 
years, and found it was not worth while to do so. It did not meet the 
wishes of the members ; if it did a sufficient number would join it. There 
were a few hundred members of the club and thousands of members of the 
society. 

Mr. Forp seconded the motion. He said he had been the luckless 
plaintiff on two occasions against the club in the interest of the society. 
As the result of his first action the club was wound up, and gave u 
possession to the society. That was a satisfactory result. But lest 
should be suggested that he had had in view the miserable point of costs 
he had declined to receive his costs, and was yery well satisfied with what 
he thought was a good work on his part. Before that action of his no 
member of the society or of the profession could become a member 
of the club unless he was balloted for. Men had been blackballed 
because they had not been acceptable to the superior persons who 
dominated the institution. The club ought to be got rid of in the 
interest of the profession. It had been said it did a great deal 
of good in relation to friendly feeling with Chancery chief clerks 
and other important persons. If that was so, the benefit would be 
all the greater if it was open to every one without any additional 
charges to those who used it. If 300 or 400 members out of the many 
thousand members of the society were to have the exclusive use of a third 
of their property, it ought not to be rent free, and the society ought not to 
pay the rates and taxes. He had referred to the banquets and entertain- 
ments given by the Council when the accounts were before the meeting. 
He understood that the viands and the necessary refreshments were pro- 
vided by the club. If there was any profit from this it ought to go to the 
society, not the club. Since the Law Courts had been opened next door it 
was all the more essential that solicitors should be able to get luncheons 
on the society’s premises. 

Mr. J. Lyxxi (London), as a roe eee of the society, said it was 
nothing short of a scandal that mem were unable to get acup of tea 
in the society’s buildmg. There were many of the members who could 
not look forward with equanimity to £6 6s. a year for the 
apne of eee once a fo ht in the building. There ought to 

accommodation for refreshment and smoking. Surely the time had 
come when the great bulk of the members ought to be considered to some 
extent. 

Mr. Pxitimore moved an amendment, “‘ That the opinion of the society 
at large be taken by means of a poll.’’ There was no greater scandal in 
the hi of the society than when, in to the action of a private 
individual, the club committed the happy dispatch, and reconstructed 
itself in order to make it a legal association. 

The amendment was not seconded. 

Mr. Watrers eaid the club had been a portion of the institution from 
its very commencement—an integral on of it. (Cries of ‘‘Shame.”’) 
He was sorry they thought it a e; he thought it had been a 
buttress of the institution. It was felt in former times that the eolicitors 
were scattered about in all directions, and that there was no common 
centre which united them, as was the case with the bar. It was thought 
the establishment of a club would provide the means of meeting to- 
gether. The club was therefore established in the year 1825; it 
was provided for in the charter, in the deed of settlement. It was 
expressly provided that rooms might be allotted by the Council to 
members who chose to pay the subscription for the club. But it was 
perfectly impossible to carry on the club without a subscription, and 
it it was simply proposed to be a stand-up counter business, the number 
of men attending that would exceed the room at the society's disposal, 
and would leave no room for else. There were ample places 
for refreshment of that kind in directions, and it would be a great 


come-down on the of a society established for the of bring- 
i Soe tae cee te ee et a 
e an action against mously al 

stained from costs. ais anita, . Ford's action 
was dismissed, and the society never claimed costs. He (Mr. Walters) 
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was prepared to support this statement. With regard to the reconstruc- 
tion of the club, which had been spoken of, the facts were that the Council 
came to the conclusion that the ballot was objected to—not that it was 
ever used, as had been suggested—for he had it on record that since 1872 
only one candidate had been refuséd admission. 

Mr. Hastrz: How many were withdrawn on warning ? 

Mr. Watters: None. That being the case, the Council came to the 
conclusion that, as there was objection to the ballot, and that as it might 
be said that the buildings of the society belonged to all the members, and 
that it ought not to be in the power of a portion to exclude any of the 
remainder, the Council said the club must abolish the ballot. The club 
committee said it would not be a club without the ballot, and wisely 

and the club dissolved themselves ; and under the auspices of the 
Council the present club was formed without the ballot. 

Mr. Forp said with regard to Mr. Walters’ statement that the facts 
were that his action was brought, pleadings were delivered, there were 
inquiries in the matter, and whilst these inquiries were being conducted by 
the chief clerk the club passed a resolution and went out and gave up 

ion. What could he do then ? 

Mr. Watrers said Mr. Ford had been claiming credit for not claiming 
costs. He never was in a position to claim them. 

Mr. E. Kempson (Aldershot) said, as a country member, that they got 
absolutely no advantage from being members of the society except on the 
occasions when they were brought up to business at the Law Courts in 
London. It was amcor monstrous that the country members should be 
called upon if they wanted to make use of that other part of the building to 
pay @ subscription. Was it right that their moneys should be used to give 
the club possession of these premises when the Lord Chief Justice and 
others had said it was not fair for articled clerks to make use of the 
building without payment of rent? If it was unfair for them, why was it 
fair for the club? Ifa ballot were taken throughout the country there 
would be a vast majority in favour of the motion. It was one of those 
irritating questions which prevented hundreds of country solicitors from 
joining the society. 

The Prestpent said that when the society was formed it consisted both 
of the club and the society, and the members who were members at the 
time had spent a considerable amount of their moneys in acquiring the 
site and in erecting the building. They chose to carry on the institution 
as a club, but they could not carry it on without there being a difference 
in the subscriptions of those who were only members of the society and 
those who were members of the club. It was an exceptional business to carry 
onaclub. The difficulty would be that the club could not be carried on 
with the present subscriptions of the members of the society. He was not 
a member of the club committee, but he believed that at the present time 
the club could only just pay expenses. He was very much struck with 
what had fallen from Mr. Lyell, and it did seem a hardship that members 
of the society could not obtain refreshments in the building. It had been 

sted that the matter should be considered by the Council and by the 
committee of the club, and that seemed to him the most reasonable thing to 
be done. (Mr. Hastie: No.) They should determine whether or not 
some scheme could be devised by which members could obtain refresh- 
ment. It would be a difficult matter to arrange a workable plan or come 
to any — Ls the kind at ae such as the present; and if the 
wie e@ matter conside as he h 8 
ander that Apacer ad suggested he would 
» We ENIsH (London) said it was very unfair to country members 
that a emall body of men should be gencticnlig endowed b the society. 
One of the members of the Council had said the club was a buttress of the 
society ; practically the society was the support of the club. It wasa 
parasite upon the soci He could not understand how the members 
could find it consistent with good feeling that they could be drawing from 
the whole ay A large endowment for the club, which apart from that 
would be an absolute failure. It was admitted the club could not go on 
unless it had the premises rent free. There were plenty of excellent clubs 
in London which the members could join which paid their way ; and a 
A ps bg amps ee — or £1,500 a year from the 
e raembers. e members i 
bard Ayping of the society ought to be 
A Mexoure wished to know whether in the President’s opinion it would 


The = carried by a large majority, the result being greeted with 
Mr. Hasrie: May I ask what the notice is? 
The Prestpent : it notice 7 
. Hasriz: Notice that the club leave th premises. 
Mr. Foup: Twelve months’ notice. aE 
Mr. B. 8. Tayior (London) : I claim a ballot on behalf of the club. 


The Purstvenr: There is no possibility of , i 
“ 2 et ame, possibility of a poll except for the election 


5 


Discirtiyg Commrrrer. 
The ring notice appeared on the paper of business: “Mr. Ford 
will move : t this society, whilst —. the services of the 
governing body in proceeding against members of the profession who 
without their annual certificates, and also in relation to its 
line Committee, nevertheless warns the Council that it will not 
retain the confidence of the profession and the public unless the Council 
deals vigorously with that grosser class of offence with which the names of 
—. professional men have unhappily lately been associated.’ ”’ 
¥. Foun said that after the exhaustive debate u the report of the 
special committee he thought he would be well advised in not putting the 


Jt was accordingly withdrawn, 





ELEcTION TO THE CoUNCIL. 


Mr. Puitimore moved, in accordance with notice: ‘That, having 
regard to the great increase in the membership of the Incorporated Law 
Society, it is desirable that the present mode of election to the Council be 
modified by dividing this society into as many equal electoral divisions as 
there are members of the Council, and the Council is hereby requested to 
prepare a suitable scheme upon that basis, and to submit the same tog 
— general meeting of the society to be held this: day three weeks,” : 

e asserted that the members of the society took not the slightest interest 
in the elections to the Council because the retiring members were sure to 
be re-elected. He believed that a great deal of the opposition exhibited 
towards the Council was due to the fact that it was absolutely impossible 
for any outsider to be elected. There was a house list. 

Mr. Watters: It is not true. 

Mr. Puriimore said that if it was not true it was a very rare thing 
indeed, and the reason was obvious. It was absolutely impossible for 
ordinary members of the profession to stand as candidates and bear the 
expense of circularizing 8,000 members, and, further, the 8,000 
members had to vote for ten out of the total number put forward 
on the list, so that it was impossible for any proper voting to 
take place. The remedy he had suggested would provide workable 
divisions, in which those who were desirous of becoming candidates could 
cultivate their constituencies. Forty divisions would each have about 200 
members, and this would give both the London and country members a 
proper opportunity of expressing their opinions as to the candidates. 

he motion was not seconded, and it therefore fell through. 

Mr. Watrer Dowson (London) moved in accordance with notice: 
‘* That the following new bye-law be and the same is hereby adopted as 
one of the bye-laws of the society: ‘No member of the society shall be 
eligible for election or re-election to the Council who has attained the age 
of seventy years.’’’ He said he wrote to the secretary in April to the 
effect that there was a strong feeling amongst various members of the 
society and the profession generally that the great age of certain members 
of the Council was a source of weakness, and rendered the Council less 
capable than they should be of adequately representing and protecting the 
interests of the profession. He did not wish at all to disparage the 
services of any member of the Council. His only reason for mentioning 
that he had written to the secretary was to shew that he had not been 
influenced in any way by the agitation in the press, but because he had 
formed an independent view that in the interests of the society some 
means should be found to in some way expedite the introduction of new 
blood into the Council room. He asked them to dismiss from their minds 
all personal questions and the consideration of individual cases. He 
hoped members of the Council would consider that an honourable oppor- 
tunity was afforded of relinquishing duties which must at times be extremely 
irksome. Younger men who were more in touch with the working members 
of the profession would be better able to represent the views especially of the 
working members. The mode in which the Council were at present elected 
rendered it likely to adopt a policy rather of inaction. The great 
complaint of some of the more active members of the society was that the 
Council were very difficult to move. He thought the reason was because 

ractically when a member of the Council was elected he was elected for 
ife. There was very little accession of new members and the Council 
therefore lost touch to some extent with the active workers of the pro- 
fession. This was very strongly felt and there must be some foundation 
for it, and that was one reason why the membership of the society was not 
increasing more largely. 

Mr. Foxrp seconded the motion. It was notorious that a member once 

elected on the governing body was there for life unless he chose to 
retire. 
Mr. Samson thought that a more mischievous proposition could scarcely 
be brought forward. The passing of the bye-law would exclude from the 
Council some of the ablest men upon it, men whose names were household 
words in the profession, and as long as the society could have their 
services it was a very wise and happy thing. Their names were known 
not only in London but throughout the whole country, and the society 
was proud to have them as representatives. 

Mr. Rusrnsrern suggested that terms might possibly be arrived at if 
some bye-law was passed which would provide for younger members being 
elected on the Oouncil and fora certain number going out every year. 
Resolutions were passed time after time and nothing came of them. The 
time had arrived when the Council should seriously consider the desirability 
of having some new blood by some process. 

Mr. Joun Hoxtame (London) said that though he was one of the 
decrepit, worn-out mem of the Council, he would suggest to the mover 
of the resolution that it did not go far enough. To be consistent it should 
goon. If they were not fit to act on the Council with the able support 
they received from their coll es a fortiori they were not fit to run their 
own businesses, and they should not be allowed to take out certificates 
after reaching seventy. Then in the kindness of his heart it would occur 
to him that they should have old age ons, and if that happy state of 
affairs arrived some of them might beceme directors of companies and some 
aspire to seats in the House of Commons, where there was no restriction 
as to age. He wanted to know what there was in a seat on the Council 
which s liy appertained to youth? Was it more important than the 
office of Archbishop of Canterbury, the present holder of which was eighty 
years of age?’ Or of Lord Chancellor, which was held by one who was 
approaching seventy? The Prime Minister was also approaching seventy. 
The bye-law would deprive the Council of the services of one of the most 
distinguished members of the House of Commons, whom the society had 
to-day elected as vice-president. He said, do not tie the hands of the 
Council, Let them vote against the old men if they thought it desirable ; 
but let them have the opportunity of selecting the best men, It waa 
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perfectly true that the position was one of importance, but let them bear 
in mind that it was not a lucrative position and that it was one which in- 
yolved a certain amount of self-sacrifice on the part of its members. He 
kmew from experience that there was a difficulty in getting the best men 
to serve. Men whom he should like to see on the Council had declined to 
serve. They should only avoid those men who wanted to come on the 
Council as a process of self-advertisement. He thought there had been 
too much self-advertisement of late. He ur, them to do what they 
could to select the best men. Thus they would benefit the society, add to 
the strength of the whole profession, and indirectly benefit the whole 
community. 

Mr. Purtimore said be thoroughly agreed with Mr. Hollams. He 
believed it would be injurious to fetter themselves in the selection of 
members of the Council. It was simply absurd to suppose that because a man 
had reached three score years and ten he was not fit to manage the affairs 
of the society. He only took the motion as an indication that the members 
were dissatisfied with the Council and wanted some alteration in its 
constitution. 

Mr. F. Auten (Eastbourne) said that without doubt in the country there 
was profound dissatisfaction with the Council. There were younger 
members of the society quite prepared to practise this self-sacrifice and 
step into the ranks of the Council. He suggested that the resolution should 
be modified so that no one should remain in the Council after ten years’ 
service thereon. It was a very large society, and needed fresh blood on the 
governing body. 

Mr. H. Warxrns (London) said he was not in favour of fettering the 
Council as to age, but he thought new blood was required. There might be 
some provision whereby half the Council should consist of men not above a 
certain age, and by that means some members would be secured who were 
more in touch with the petty details of a solicitor’s life such as the well-to- 
do solicitor was prepared to leave to his g clerk, attendance in 
chambers and at public offices, and so on, which were not such agreeable 
duties and so readily carried out as sitting in one’s office seeing clients and 
drawing deeds and documents. 

The motion was negatived. 


Lone VacarTIon. 

Mr. Forp withdrew the following motion, of which he had given notice : 
“That in the opinion of this society all the offices of the High Court of 
Justice ought to be open for the ordinary transaction of business during the 
whole of the Long Vacation, and this quite apart from any shortening of 
such Vacation, so urgently needed in the interests of the due administration 
of justice.’’ 

THANKS TO PRESIDENT. 

Mr. Forp, in moving a vote of thanks to the President, said he was 
extremely sorry that the annual report contained no reference to shortening 
the Long Vacation. They were extremely indebted to the President for 
his courtesy, not only to-day, but at every meeting when he had presided. 
The society parted with him with very great — 

The motion was carried, and the President briefly responded. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Lord Atverstone has been appointed Chairman of the Royal Commission 
on Historical Manuscripts in the place of Lord Lindley, resigned, and 
Lord Lixpiey has been appointed a Member of the Commission. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLUTIONs. 


Rosert Ounuirre, Atrrep Davenrort, Rosert Exus Cun.irrs, and 
Warren Frepertck Ovnurrre, solicitors (Cunliffes & Davenport), 48, 
Chancery-lane, London. March 31. So far as regards Robert Ellis 
Cunliffe, who then retired from the said firm. 

Ricuanp Henry Kine, Hersert Onartes Burret, and Eustace 
Maxzerri, solicitors (King, Burrell, & Marzetti), 77, Gresham-street, 
Tendon. June 24. In future such business will be carried on by the said 
Richard Henry King and Herbert Charles Burrell, under the style of King 
& Burrell, (Gazette, July 13. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Mrs. Frances Mary Asxron, deceased, late of 63, Sterndale-road, West 
Kensington (widow of Joseph Ashton, deceased).— Will any person having 
any knowledge of a Will made by the deceased since 1898 kindly com- 
omg eae Messrs. Hughes. Hooker, & Co., 26, Budge-row, Oannon- 

et, E.C. 

Abgvarpe pe Lorrinor (spinster), deceased.—Re The Estate of the late 
Hannah Zilla de Loppinot (widow).— Any n having in their ssion 
or knowing of the whereabouts of any Will or Testamentary Writing of 
Adelaide de Loppinot, who died on the 25th of May, 1900, and was a 
daughter of Hannah Zilla de Loppinot, late of 28, Boscobel-gardens, 
Regents Park, who died on the 13th of April, 1873, are requested to com- 
muvicate with Messrs, Sass & Young, 61, Chancer lana, Laelia, within 


twenty-one days from the date hereof, after which time the trustees of | berry 


the late Mrs. Hannah Zilla de Loppinot will proceed to distribute her 
estate amongst the ons entitled thereto without ae to any further 
or other claims.—Dated the 10th day of July, 1900.—Sass & Young, 
61, Chancery-lane, Solicitors. 


GENERAL, 


The Colonial Stock Bill was read a third time in the House of Lords on 
the 12th inst. 

“«T telegraphed from the Law Courts,’’ says a it of the St. 
James’s Gazette, ‘‘at ten minutes past one yesterday to my office in St. 
Swithin’s-lane. On my return at a quarter to three that message had not 
been delivered.” 


It is understood, says the 7imes, that Sir Francis Jeune, President of the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, will not sit in court after this 
week before the Long Vacation. The learned judge has not been very 
well lately, and he proceed forthwith to the Continent. 


The dinner to which the Solicitor-General has been invited by the 
members of the English bar in celebration of his recent appointment as a 
law officer will take place in the Inner Temple-ball on Wednesday, the 
25th inst. The Attorney-General will preside, and over 200 members of 
the bar have signified their intention of being present. 


The treasurer, Mr. Kemp, Q.C., and the benchers of the Middle Temple 

ve a garden party and “At Home” in their grounds and hall on 

ednesday afternoon, when a very considerable number of the members 
of the inn and their wives and friends were present. The band of the 
Coldstream Guards played a selection of music in the gardens, while 
Montagu’s Spanish gave a concert in the hall. 

A correspondent informs us, with regard to the late Mr. R. H. Holt, the 
Registrar at the Land i Office, whose death we noticed last week, 
that on his appointment as Assistant i in 1862, he ‘‘ gave upa 
large and increasing conveyancing practice in order to take the t- 
ment. The whole of the o rules, both in 1862 and in 1875, were 
drafted by him, and were accepted by the higher authorities almost 
without alteration.’’ 

The Select Committee on the Registration of Firms Bill have, says the 
Parliamentary correspondent of the Times, presented a special re: to 
the House of Commons e g the view that the principle of the Bill 


submitted to them for consideration should only be in a measure 
more complete and more practical. They are, therefore, not to 
advise Parliamentary sanction being given to it, and, gly, they 


ect is well deserving of consideration with a view to possible future 
legislation. 

Among those who have signified their intention of being present at the 
banquet to be given by the bench and bar of England to re tatives 
of th of the United States, which will take 
in the Middle Temple-hall on Friday, the 27th inst., are: The 
Chancellor (who will preside), the Lord Chief Justice, the Master of the 
Rolls, Lord Hobhouse, Lord James of Hereford, Lord Brampton, Lord 
Davey, Lord Robertson, Lord Lindley, Lord Coleridge, Sir F. Jeune, Lord 
Justice Smith, Lord Justice Collins, Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, 
Lord Justice Romer, Justices Mathew, Stirling, Lawrance, Wright, 
Kennedy, Bigham, Barnes, Phillimore, Cozens-Hardy, Darling, 
and Buckley. 

In a New York case of Cesar v. Karutz (60 N. Y. 229), says the Albany 
Law Journal, the plaintiff leased apartments in which a child had recently 
died of small-pox. The landlord knew this fact, but leased them to the 

laintiff without having them disinfected or notifying her 
The plaintiff contracted the disease by living in those rooms. The 
to the jury, “that ifa landlord lets premises to a tenant and 
infected, and he knows it, it is his duty to let the tenant know 
unless the landlord knew or had reasonable notice that the premises 
infected the tiff could not recover, was approved by the Court of 
ja. It also been held that where a house which was infected 

diphtheria was leased to a tenant who was ignorant of that fact, the 
landlo ee ee Se arts Gh oes 6 eae aes 
disease: Snyder v. Gorden (46 Hun. (N.Y.) 538), Cutter v. Hamlen (147 


— the Bill without amendment, adding that, in their opinion, the 
subj 


i 


: 
iF 


"fi 
z§ 


At the Clerkenwell police-court on the 12th inst., says the Times, Horace 
Melville Smith, formerly a solicitor of Connaught-road, Chingford, was 
remand before Mr. Bros with con’ £15 17s. to his own 


well 
Court. Warren & Dudley were the plaintiffs and a Mr. De Lisle was the 
defendant. Smith received instructions from Mr. Lanchberry to commence 
proceedings and an arrangement was made between them that in the event 
of Warren & Dudley succeeding in their action the costs recovered 

De Lisle should be Smith’s remuneration for his services. 
succeeded in their action, but were unable to obtain 
amount of the money due to them. At one interview 
bill of costs against Mr. , but the latter reminded him 
arrangement arrived at before the action was commenced. bill of 
was sent to Mr. Lanch! 

not carried out. Mr. berry communicated with the Law 
and the Director of Public Prosecutions took the 
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» of George- Euston-road, we evidence in support of the 
charge. Pring me) by Mr. Richard Da who appeared for the 
defence, the witness said that Mrs. Smith had to pay the amount 
due to After further evidence had been taken the accused was 
remanded. On Wedneaeday the prisoner was committed for trial, 
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The annual report of the Deputy-Master,and Controller of the Mint 
contains the following detailed description of the new Great Seal: The 
Seal represents the Queen seated on a Throne, the arms of which are 
supported by lions. Her Majesty is crowned, vested in a richly embroidered 
robe, and habited in the royal ornaments, with the ribbon and star of the 
Order of the Garter. In her right hand she holds the sceptre; her left 
reposes on the arm of the Throne. At ber feet is an ornamental cushion 
embroidered with the rose, shamrock, and thistle, placed on a footstool. 
The Throne is adorned with a wreath of Jaurel, confined by a ribbon, and on 
the Queen’s right is a figure of St. George fully armed and bearing a lance 
with pennant. The panels supporting these figures bear respectively the 
sword and scales of justice surrounded by laurel wreaths. The legend 
round the seal runs as follows: ‘‘ Victoria, Dei gratia, Britt. Regina, Fid. 
Def., Ind. Imp.’’ The Counter Seal represents the Queen crowned and 
mounted on her palfrey, and in the Royal mantle. In her right hand 
she holds the sceptre, in her left hand the orb. In the field to the right 
the Royal arms on a shie'd, encircled by the Order of the Garter with its 
motto. Above, a scroll with the words ‘‘ Dieu et mon Droit,’’ and on 
either side the rose, shamrock, and thistle. Below, in the distance, the 
rea, with an ironclad and sailing vessel, suggesting the naval strength and 
trade of the United Kingdom, which is further emphasized by the presence 
of a trident, dolphins, and conventional waves which are continued in the 
ornaments on either side of the lower part of the Counter Seal. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reraistrars 1s ATTENDANCE ON 





APPEAL ag Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. Sririive, KEKEWICH. 
Mr. dt Mr. Church Mr. Beal 
Jackson Greswell Pugh 
Pemberton Church Beal 
Jackson Greswell Pugh 
Pemberton Church Beal 
Jackson Greswell Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Byrrwe. Cozens-Harpy, FarwELu. BuckLey. 
Monday, July............ “4 Mr. Carrington Mr. King Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson 
ft uesda: ne Lavie Farmer Godfrey Pemberton 
‘ “3s Carrington King Leach Lavie 
26 Lavie Farmer Godfrey Carrington 
27 Carrington i Leach Pugh 
28 Lavie Farmer Godfrey Beal 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


July 24.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & BrivcgewarTer, at the Mart, at 2, in 
26 Lote :—Bethnal Green: A further portion of the Estate, comprising nearly 
62 shops, dwelling-houses, stabliog, and workshops, including a fully-licensed public- 
house, with early reversion, producing from ground and other rents an ag te 
weg £982 10s. per ee Baro St are ~ secured, the rack-ren 

being large in comparison. itors, Messrs. Rooper Whately, London. 
advertisements, July 7, p. 600.) " _ 

July 25 —Mesers. Manter & Mazrer, at the Mart, at 2, in Four Lots, the following 
well secured Profit Rentals of . 4 £60, £30, £50 per ee Solicitors, Mesers. 
Hewitt & Urquhart, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 5. 

July 25.—Mesars. Doucias Youno & Co., at the Mart, at 2: :— Walthamstow : Freehold 
Ground-renta, amounting to £178 4s , secured upon 11 shops and 27 dwelling-houses, 
with reversions to rack-rentals amounting to £1,222 2s. Solicitors, Mesers. E. C. 
Rawlings & Butt, London.—Waterloo-road and Blackfriars: Freehold Weekly 
Investments, F agora | £208 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. White & Co., London.— 


odern Residences, rental value £65 each. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Stanley Evans & Co., Lonéon.—Watford (close to Watford Junction): 2 Freehold 
Houses, let at £24 each, Solicitors. Messrs, Griffith & Gardner, London.—U; 

(15 miles from London): Freehold Building Estate, close to railway station ; er 
6} acres. oe Messrs. EB. C. Rawlings & Butt, London. — Tulse Hill : ' Detached 
to Tulse Hill and Brixton Railway ay! Solicitors, Messrs. 

an esd & Co., London. (See advertisements, July 7, p. 5. 

July 26.—Mesers. DzpExHax, Tzwson, Fanmer, & Buipezwarer. at the "s Arms 
peony Be pee LAY 2, in i Lots : wing ay E Freehold and Copyhold Estates, 
2a. Or. .» situate in the parishes of Dilham, _ 
Worstead. and Honing, i the county of Norfolk. about 2} miles from Worstead 
Le Railway (Cromer — 14 from Honing Station on 
the Midland and Great Northern Joint Railway, about 4} miles from the —_— 
town of North em. 13 from Norwich, and about the same distance from 


on rc, lest djcning Ghoedte 
Town Hail, Solicitors. Messrs, 54 Rubinstein, & Co., London.— 
First-class Freehold Ground-rent of £200 per annum, "abundantly 

a su modern building within a few yards of C Cheapside. Solicitors, 
Mesers. E. F, & H. Landon, London. advertisements, July 7, p. 600.) 

July 26.—Mesers. Faresroruer, Exxis, aan Breacn, Garswouray, & S&S , at the 
Mart, at 2: No. 67, Lancoln’s-inn-tields, W.C.; with im it Freehold 
Premises, occu pying a commanding corner position one the ‘intended new street 
from Holborn to the Strand; Soran naan ot what was may Saas 
Powis House, then the residence of the great Lord Chancellor Somers. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Wadeson & Malieson, London. (see advertisement July 14, p. 5.) 

July 26.—Mesers Prnxi>s &C ¥SAR, at the Mart, at 1:—anerley ony Se 8.E.: Freehold 
semi-detached BE t — value | £120 per annum; now in. the 








occupation of the v the p 
Meesrs. Fairf Booke, & webb, London. N.B—At the same time will be Bold by 
Suction a Estate at Bermondsey, let at £165 peranaum. (dee advertise- 


ment, July 14, 

July 26.— e Jaly M6) oon. at the Grime Revd, Bi ee 
Surbiton Hill (Tolworth Estate): Freehold Buil = lank. ya ey Serttion 
Station : Solicitors, Messrs, 


45 Lote for oe patvate Macnee, with fuptegatel hows aoe 
Robotham & Co,, Derby. (See advertisements, July 7, p. 5.) 
July 26.—Mesers. C.C. & “Moons, at the Mart, at 2: china Speneh-arah of £12 at 
Kentish Town. Free Six Dw houses at South Woodford; House at 
Mio-cad ; at V Copyhold Land: Bui'ding Site at 


U4 Ford; Houses at 


Houses and ad Bhp at Cacniog Town; (welling-nouses at 
and shsps aod thirteen 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, July 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
mig ch in CHANCERY. 


Aurpua SynpicatTe, Lonrep—Credito: required, on or before Ang 23, to send their 
names and addresses, and the = vePmed of their debts or claims, to William 

Peat, 3, Lothbury. Batchelor & Cousins, Brook House, Walbrook, solors for liquidator 

AMALGAMATED Pyeumatio fyrE Cos, Limrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
25, to send their names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Ronald Charles Power, 140. Clerkenwell rd 

ConsripcE SrramsuiP, Limirzp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 10, to send their 
names and addresses, and the ats of their debts or claims, to Daniel Ste; tephens, 
Prudential bldgs, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne. Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle on 


Tyne. solors for liquidator 

Dawson Gas Enoings Synpicare, Limirep —Creditors required, on or before Aug 28, to 
send their names addresses, and the particulars ae thate debts or claims, to Arthur 
Stannard Chapman, 7 and 8, Ironmonger lane. Kenyon & Bransbury, 7 and 8, Iron- 
moager lane. solors for li wuidator 

James Sexpatt & Co, Lawrtep (rv Liquiparion)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 15, to send their names an‘ addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, 
to James Henry Friend and Robert Peters, 7, Duwning st, Cambridge 

New Sreex Brosh Manvuractuaine Co, Lunrep-—Creditors are required, on or before 
~% 2n, to their namex and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

M. Reid, 52. Dean st, Newcastle on Tyne. Pybus & Son, Newcastle on Tyne, 

ae for liquidator 

Norta Warra Featuer Conso.ipaTep Gord Mives Limirep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Govt 31, to send their names and ey ag ae mee ment 
or claims, to Henry Edward Hayman. Sutton & Co, solors for mong 

Rvasow Brick anp Terra Corra Co, Liurep—Petn for winding @ presented July 9, 
directed to be heard on July 25. Creeke & Son, 8, Cliviger st, ) eR a for petner, 
Notice of et must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 


of July 28 ‘ 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Unitep Excivemen’s Faiznviy Society, The Wellington, 24, St Ann st, Liverpool. July6 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirzp 1m CHancery. 


Brieuton Horers, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented July 12, directed to be heard 
- July 25. North, 314 and 316, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs, solor for petner. Notice of 
- ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

ly 24 

GENERAL AND CoLontaL Finance Corporation, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 31, to send their names and , and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to E. H. Knowles, Broad st avenue 

Menarnicx. Waits, & Co, Limitep (in Liquipation)- Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles Brannan, 14, Ironmonger lane. James & Mellor, 12, Coleman st, 
solors to liquidator 

Nostra or Eneianp Fruit Brokers, Limirep apelin one are required, on or before July 
81, to send in their names ip gacttoctonn ot Suits Cchtn an diol 
George W. Derbyshire. Commercial Sale Room, Deansgate, Manchester 

fount Tgapine CornpoRaTiION Or Kionpy _ Limrep—Peta for winding up, presented 
June 12, directed to be heard on July 25. unk & Co, Ethelburga House, Bisho 
st, solors for petner. Notice of + - ata pa reach the above-named not later 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 

Roumanian ANTHRACITE CoAL Co, RM for winding up, presented July 13, 
directed to be on July 25. Budd & Co, 24, Austinfriars, selors for petnets 
Notice of, on laa must the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 


sae Faas ** ANNIE Saenas * acer tage er are required, on or before Aug 28, to 
send their names and addresses, an of their debts or claims, to John 
Starr De Wolf, 23 28, Brunswick st, tie 
Sourn Arzican Express Synpicatz, Limirep—Creditors ure required, on or before: 
Aug 31, Me one their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims,. 
to Mr. G. W. Ellis, 39, Victoria st, ‘Westminster. Fowler & Co, Victoria st, West- 
minster, solors to liquidator 
Wakerigtp Eyoinegrine Synpicate, Limirrp—Creditors are required, on or before 
ang. to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
bert William Hope Bunt, King st, Wakefield. Stewart & Chalker, Wakefield, 
solors to the liquidator 


Witiovessy Destevcror Syxpicate, Lusitep—Petn for windi presented July 12, 
directed te on July 25. Colyer & Colyer, 41, Wych st, mo “2olors for petoet 
ponape ph must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon 


Wotv wap he iiesomn. ape a —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 17, to send 
their names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to to W. Colin 
Grant-Smith, 27, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Crossens Faiewpiy Society, National Schools, Crossens, Southport, Lancs. July 6 

LoyaL Benevo.ent Farenpty Society, New Bull Inn, Rainford, Prescot, Lancs, July7 

Mont Auto Frienpiy Society, Star 

Prenat Beyerit Socizty, Pent 

Sr, Gzorce s Sociart Crus, Club House, West lene, uly 10 

South Cerney Femace Provipent anp Faienpxy Society, ational Schoolroom, South 

Cerney, Cirencester, Glos. July 6 


Waknine To mvtenpinc Hovse Purcuassrs AnD Lussexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, —s and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 








Engin Co. (H. Carter, C.E., ), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. ‘ee quoted on receipt of f particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] 

CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 

UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Craim. 

London Gazette,—Frivay, July 13. 

Arxixsox, Wi.14m, Fulham rd, Tailor 2 & le, Gresham House 


Derwent, Nort, Dusmace 8 ood York 
ong sam Kali Aug 12 Newman & Co, Clement’ s inn 
Bi, Evizx orcester Augl4 F & H Corbett, Worcester, 
semeer — we Buzasern, Winsford, Chester, Licensed Victualler Aug 13 Dixon, Wins- 


Buaprorp, Geonox, South Berrington, Northumberland, Farm Steward Aug l4 Smith, 
Berwick upon Tweed 


Banrsxn, Jauzs, Sutton u 





ot Cea three 
¢ Mile-end-road. (fico alivediionanesin, this wecks p. 5.) 


Houses at 





Canrwaicut, Isapg. Ava, Kingston Hill, Surrey Aug 14 Wells & Sons, Paternoster row 
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C.ewents, Wittiam Henry, Exeter, Licensed Victualler Aug 11 Brutton & Hartley, 
Exeter 


Cox, 8anaH, Runcorn, Chester Aug 24 Burton, Runcorn 


Dasie.s, Tomas, Partricroft, Eccles, nr Manchester Aug ll Bowden & Livesey, Man- 
chester 


DopsworTH, Hanyan, ay Au 4 omen M 


Davies, JAMES NarHANtTEL, Poulton la Fylde, Lancs Aug 14 Parkinson, Blackpool 
tL 


Bancook, JANE, ugh Em a 
HaneowsMiTsH, Isaac, Guildford July 31 Pains & 
Harrox, Tuomas, Grantham rd, Stock 


— 
well Aug 11 Breil, Chri Co, George st, Mansion 


House 
HayDEn, , = Bennett, Ilford, Essex, Baker Aug27 Turner, Basinghall av 
Jones, THomas, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler Aug of Bickle & Wilcocks, Plymouth 
Kine, Exvizasets Amewia, Bury St Fdmunds A) 3 eee & Co, Boston 


D’Uy.y, Jane, Harley st Aug13 Lawrence & 

Daarer, EvizaBeTH JANE, ury on Thames pty i 

Bowarps, Exiza, 8t Lawrence rd, Notting 

Exus, } ee a ids, —_. rg r 29 J 

Foor, FORGE EpwarpD on, 
* Heppenstall & Edmonds, L; Han 


Hill Augi5 Footner & Son, 
ver & Scriven, 
Licensed Victualler Aug 16 


rries & Co, Nicholas In 
Romsey, Hants 


ymington, 
Hackett, Atpert Tuomas, Worcester Aug 10 Culey & Coley, ye 


Learues, Rev Stantey, DD, Much Hadham Rectory, Herts 
25 Liddle, Newport 
Queen Victoria st 


Lippe, CHARLES RowLanpD, Newport, Salop, Solicitor Aug 
Lik, Joun Davin, Sutton, Surrey July 31 ie & Co, 
Locxwoop, Joun ALEXANDER, Bournemouth 


ugili Fishers, Essex st, 


Luxer, CHARLES RicwarD, Farnham Royal, ‘Buca , * « Lovegrove & Durant, Windsor 
Manchester 


Massey, James, Northenden, Chester Aug 25 Lawson & 


Meapz, "Ricuarp HENry, Bradford, a = A by Ah 
n, 


Moore, Colonel Cuanues Tuomas Jon 
Cross, Clement’s inn 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AusLer, Epwin Arcuer, Haworth, nr Keighley, Painter 
Burnley Pet Juiy11 Ord July 11 

Ancent, ALsERT ARTHUR, Walthamstow, Licensed V 
tualler High Court PetJunel4 Ord July 10 

Aupiey, Samugu. S > ae General Smith Cambridge 
Pet July9 Ord July 9 

BarLey, Gsorce, Egham, Sarrey, ag Merchant Kingston, 
Surrey PetJuly10 Ord July 1 

Bervozr & Lien, Oxfoid st, Te ttainen Chemists 
High Court Pet June15 Ord July 10 

Berry, Atcesnon Tromas Henry Kemouis, Bowerham 
Barracks High Court Pet March v3 Ord July 10 

Carrer, Joun, Leftwich, Nurthwich, Corn Merchant 
Nantwich Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Ciaxton, Freprrick Water, East Dereham, Norfolk, 

‘ailor Norwich Pet June25 Ord July 9 

Cieminson, Joun J D, New Broad st High Court Pet 
June l4 Ord July 10 

Evans, Sey Merthyr Vale, Labourer Merthyr Tydvil 
Pet J ag fad Ord July 10 

Francis, Leonarp, Southwold, Suffolk, Electrical 
Engineer Great Yarmouth Pet June 30 Ord July Ww | 

Green, Ricuarp, Newlyn in Paul, Cornwall, Carrier Truro | 

. Pet 7 ll bs enh Bicyel . 

ADLEY, Epwin JAMES, ey icyele Agent Hi 

Court Pet July il Ord July Bi 

Hates, Jonn Monracus, and _ Hass, Emsworth, 
Bente, Oil Merchants Portsmouth Pet July9 urd 
uly 

Haviam, Witii1am Frank, Nottingham, Joiner Nott 
ham Pet July9 ord July 9 nel 

Hiacott, Atrrep Epwarp, Hampton, Nurseryman 
Kingston, Surrey Pet July 7 Ord Juiy 7 

Howxz, Joun, Northam, Southampton, Cabinet Maker 
Southampton Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Jarvis, WiLLiAM, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet July 11° Ord July 11 

Juan, EpwaRp Worsa.t, Stockton Heath. Sates, Iron- 
monger Warrington Pet June 26 Ord J 

Kerrox, Epmunp WALTER, and Jonn Bu a nen 
~~ Ty Cycle Agents Nottingham Pet July 11 

uly 11 

LanGLer, CHARL Lantos, Hants, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet July10 Ord July 

Laxton, Joun WI.iam, , Limneeh Victualler 
Leicester Pet July11 Ord July 11 

Lewis, Ontanpo Wituiams, Worcester, Oil a ant Colour 
Merchant . Worcester July 10 Ord "July 10 

Litnertanp, Tomas, Burnley, Picture Dealer B 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


Lioyp, Joun Henry Tayior, Horbury, Yorks, Watch- 
maker Wakefield Pet July10 Ord July 10 
McGroarry, Aveustus, Pu 
Court Pet July 11 ‘Ord J 


Massen, Wittiam Atma, New a0 ce, em, Cycle 
Agent King’s Lynn aed ag AH Ord July 9 
MitLwarp, FREDERICK, pa S lam, Chemist Cardiff 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Rosinson, Jony, an Manchester, Butcher Man- 
8 a they “Hiunle, Leeds, Drysalter 
AVILLE, WILLIAM Ml. 
Leeds Pet July9 Ord July 9 
Saaw, Harry, wine Boot Manufacturer Leeds 
8 Fit July 10 Fuse, f Asan jute tt Proprietor 
mitH, GroreE NCIS, uran! 
. Lam ty alte De 
ATs, Josera WIL.IaM, ” a, ‘aper 
Bi Pet June : ‘Ont Jay 10 
Tuomas, Bexsamix, Fleetwood, » Master Mariner 
Pet July uo Ord Senne ll 


Tuomas, Grorar, Prendergast, Haverfordwest, 
Pembreke Dock Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Taompstone, SaMUEL, sen, Stafford, Farmer 
Birming! Pet May 28 July 9 

Tous, Windtan + - + pee Game Leeds Pet 

y9 9 
Toutivson, WittiaM Epwarp, CHaRriEs antag) Tom- 
Linson, and Joun Harowp Tomunson, Li 





Uomuission Agents Liverpool Pet July 11 Ord 
July ll 


Bradford 
Hall, Lincoln Aug 13 Paice & 





Muck.e, Gzorce, Harrogate, York, Licensed Victualler Aug 16 Barber, Harrogate 
Newett, Rev Curistian Freperick, Chiselborough, Somerset Sept 13 Sparkes & Blake, 


Crewkerne 
Norrs, Cuarcorre Ame.ia, Maida Vale Augi5 Davie & Son, New ian, Strand 


Parsons, Gzorce, Worcester, Metal Refiner Aug 18 Catag & Seton, Birmingham 

Puexivus, Jonawn, Cardiff, Master Mariner Aug 

Porter, Cuarvzs, Croydon, Skia Merchant re ll & Newnham, Croydon 

Zecren, Wassae, Seen SS Aug 15 Barnsley 

Pratt, BAMvuEL, ancras 

PricnarD, Mary, Sheen, Surrey Augil FI&JIC reese, Winchester 

Ricuanpson, THomas BEvERLEY, Lincoln, Auctioneer Sept1 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 

Rosesgts, ad Gxzorce, Upper Sydenham, Dairyman Aug 25 Marshall & Liddle, 
Anerley 

Scovett, Jouy. jun, Hamble, Southampton, Fish Merchant Augil F I & JC Warner, 
Winchester 


Stoprorts, Mary Exizasers, Little yy = Gate Aug 20 Lomax, St Helens 

STYAN, Le nr Manchester ;- —} SD nae s 5m Ogden, Manchester 

SweEeEtTinG, EvizaBETH, 

SWEETING, ~ eared Cass, Knaresborough, York, ork, Surgeon Aug 25 Kirby & 
boroug 

Trecourt, Lovisa Mary, Camberwell New rd Aug16 Goodman, St Helen’s pl 


Warver, Rev Cuares, Hereford ‘umfrys, Hereford 
Warvasm, Rosmrpng teeny My SR | Broker ss 10 Morgan & Morgan, 


ship! 
Wicks, Jon, See Elera, ¥ Glos Augl4 Norris, 
WwW ’ 
ILKINSON, Isaac, Ellerton, Y sae a ee 


Wi xinson, Marrua, Oldham 
Wooncars, Major-Gen Sir Bowanp Rossrr Parvost, KCMG. CB, United Service 


Club, Pall Mall Augil Francis & J 


Knares- 








Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 


Wuirt, ALBERT Bevan. Plymouth, Painter Plymouth tore, Fee Exvest, Margate, Dairyman July 
Pet Jul: 


me 
WIttiAms, y oh, 


Stoke upon Trent Met yak ‘ul: 


Witson, GrorcE etait 
Juty 10 Ord July 10 


Wowrner-Suiru, James Epwarps, nolo Builder High or JouN, 


Téeenaed, Victualler | Szxton, Henry, Cambridge, ny ae Proprietor July 23 at 
et ee bed Jal 1130 Off Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Camb: 
Sriirrok, Josern Heyey, 8 er’s Clerk 

July 20 at 11.30 24, Railwa London 
Builder July 20 at 


Law Courts, New rd, 


1 
=_— Pet Faly i” er Warroyx, CHaeLes Rosert, Winton, ants, 


Gazette of June 15: 
Gisss PE Saco, Southall, Builder Windsor Pet 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London 


May 26 Ord June 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


July 20at 1230 Off Endless st, Salisbury 
Was —_ Kt. , Yorks July 20 at 11 


Wuitt — ye nag Commission Agent 

July 20 at 11 Off Kee, 4, Park st, Nottingham 

Waleennan, LY Bradford, Thee Maker July 2 at12 
1, Manor row, Bradford 


— Off 
Arty malice con kenies ties _ Suny Judy 2 ot 2 Wiiiiams, Sand Joxes, Portmadoc, Joiner July 28 at 3 


24, way 
AUDLEY, hee 
5, Petty Cu 
Brack. nt gh 
20at12 1, St Alda! 


Buttock, Joun a , ——* amen July 20 


at1l Off Rec, 6, Athenseum _ Plymouth 


ge, Whitemith se aleashreamates Wittiams, M, ae, a Dae July 23 at 3 


117, St Mary st, vardiff 


— . oy Waa, CHARLES BENJAMIN JoHNsoN, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Cabinet Maker 


July 23 at 11.80 Off Rec, 80, Mosley 
st, Newcastle on Lyne 


July 24 at 11.15 | Wonrner-Smits, James Epwanps, istingien, Builder 
ButrerwortH, Josepu. Rochdale, Joiner July July Sat i 


To 
Casa. JOSEPH, Coventry, 

at12 Queen’s Hotel, Co 
CuILp, JAMEs, 


_—. Manufacturer July 24 
Haslemere, Surrey, ». Builder July 20 at 12 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ams.er, Epwix pom worth, nr wnepre en Painter 





24. way app, London 
Davizs, Daven ey, Flints, Tailor =. 20 at 3 Crypt — Lmag & E Jul; it Ged ay ll " 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester . a Ora J Cambie, 


Doveury. —" me ayy a, 


July 23at3 95, 


Durroy, Witi1am FReperick i and Ricwarp 
B , TH Hewzy, Grimsbury. 
, Hosiers July 20 at 11 Bankruptcy | LAKE, . penheay Pet July 2 Scat 


Carey 
Fosrsr, — Epes, and Caartes Wiiiram Gray, | Cxoat,  * Wit, 
Caistor, Lincs, Grocers July 20 at 11 Off Ree, 16, | Agent 


Sain aooal Oxford st, 


Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 


Francis, LEonarD, Southwold, Suffolk, Electrical Engineer | 
July 21 at 1230 Off Rec, 8, st, Norwich 

Gentry, ALFRED, ang eee  prioklay ex July 23 at 2.30 | 
Bankru Carey 


Gt "Grimsby, Batcher’s Manager 
July 20 at 11.20 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Hates, Joun Monracus, and Jos1an Hates, 
Hants, Oil and Colour Merchants 


GILLETT, EDERIC 


idge junc, 


Hatt, Curarence, Broughton Astley, Leics, Plumber July | GREEN, cae HARD, 
20 at 8 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester Truro Pet July 1 Taly 11 
Henperson, WiLL1aM JaMEs, 


July 24at11 Bankru; 
Hucuss, Rosert Ropsrt, 


Bookseller 
Blaenau 


Hutcuryson, Jonn Witu1aM, Stockport, 
July 20 at 10.45 Off Rec, County 


, Merioneth, 
uly 24 at 11 North Western Hotel, Harpan, Wists PyAxx, 


High Court Pet Febi Oni 


aw av | Besro, om Us, 


Engberg, Commiaten 


Court PetJune5 Ord July iv 
RK, yee : © enn Butcher Bristol 
Pet July 4 
| CuaxTox, epERick Watrter, East Dereham, Norfolk, 
Tailor Norwich Pet June 256 Ord July 10 
Borge, tana wee sowie. am, Farmer 
Pet June 
Evans a. ee oe aly Labourer ae 
tf) 
Ty y 1 


Paul, Cornwall, Carrier 
Licensed Victualler | | Hows, Joux, So Cabinet Maker Southampton 

0 Ord J — 
aan tate Hance, mows Fes He Hornsey, Bicycle Agent High 
x Nottingham, Joiner Notting- 


Lanes, Screw Bolt ham Pet July 9 Ord J 
chmbrs, | Hant, Henay Warehouseman 
Brentford Pet 





pm 
Fiatp, Percy TEvrorp, Vie 
July 0 at 3 Off Pat 5 Ord J 


Market pl, Stockport May 16 Pi 6 
Eesmeeet Sanu Leman st, Whitechapel July 24 at a) ae Suiiattilds High Court Pet 


11 Bankruptcy st 
——- a i, Om 


uly 9 


Builder July 20 at ws < ay? "Ord J Beer Retailer Birmingham 


Rec, Cambridge junc, Portamouth ai D t Bal Dorchest 
Oa non Bere mae ane way See ee yt 1 Ord a ll 
me 5, WILLIaM ety New Hunstanton, Norfolk, Cycle | J a "Bassana, Newoaste ; e-e Florist New- 
Agent July 21 atl eS he Seles ay cenit 
— es 4 sien —_. Cheapside July 25 at Pa. “sowano W ORRALL, Stockton Eee s iii 
2 

Mona, Bury House In, Hall Hull July at 1 Of cess Onda 
Morr, HansTeap, Bardsea, nr Ulverston, Lancs, Army | Keeton, Epuuxp Wat’ Joux Burier THoancer, 
*"Pensloner July 90 at 11:30 Oat Hes, 18, Cornwallis of Nottingham, Cycle atakers’ Agents ottingham Pet 


Nixon Bovent Birmingham, Butcher July 23at11 174, | Kixo, exry, Lisle 
Corporation st, ‘ Pet 4 Ord July 11 


20 at123e 117, 
Cardiff, 


Pure & Hees re 





Pa. are, D wire, Davi, and Puiwir Davie, Maceteg, | Glam, Kyop, Davin, ee Ss Ee Ironmonger 
RLES, Hants, Builder 
Be an Layers. Cua’ Pet July 10° Ord July 10 oa 


117, 8t 
- ecteenyy en ILLIAM, 


Leicaster 
uly 20 at 12 30 Off Rec, it - 


Re. nepeae poser Epwanp, Hands 
@atll 174, Corporation 

Rooe"Eaecy _* my, 
24, Railway 


Commercial veller | Laxton, Joun Wit1am, Leicester, 
ser L BR W Wontar, 08 and Colour 
Jeweller July WIS, ILLIAMS, 

Merchant Worcester Pet July '0 i July 10 
= on Saban com Bar 


ran, Baas, Gunso July 23 at 11 30 | La Tnom ih ee 
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636 
Luioyp, Joun Hzyry Tayior, Horbury, Lr ag Watch- 
maker Wakefield Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


MoGroarty, Avcustvs, ae, \ sree Agent 
High Court Pet July 11 Ord July 

2 LAM 4 — Hunstanton, Norfolk, Cycle 

mg’s Lynn v9 ‘u 

Mitwarp, Freperick, Penarth, Glam, Chemist Cardiff 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Orssory, or - xt, Kilburn, Music Publisher High 
vourt Pet May9 Ord rd July it 

Fancy Goods Dealer 


Parry, ae fom, 
Liverpool ord uy 10 


Roperts. wley 2. pts Canvasser Wandsworth 
Pans 5 Ord July 11 

Bavittz, Wittiam Tov.son, is Leeds, Drysalter 

Pet July9 Ord July9 

Sxaw, Harry, Bramley, a Boot Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Sreap, ‘kaawes. Carlton bridge, Westbourne Park, Printer 

Court Pet June18 Ord July 9 
Tartor, Freperick Epwarp Vervyey, Shorncliffe, Kent 
May 25 Ord July 9 

Tuomas, Bensamin, Fleet Lancs, Master Mariner 
Preston Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Tuomas, aay —. Ha gs gn Poulterer 
Pembroke Dock Pet July11 Ord J y= 

Tors, Wii bw! Leeds, 
Pet July 9 Ord Jul 


Tomson, WILLiAM ee Cnartes Nutratt Tom- 


Linsoy, and Joun Hanoip Tomson, Liv 
= mission Agents Liverpool Pet July 11 Ord 
y 11 


‘Wapswortn, Au — Harper, Manchester, Yarn Merchant 
Manchester Pet May 22 Ord July 11 

Wuirs, ALBERT jee Plymouth, Painter Plymouth 
Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Wi..14us, Epwix, Stoke upon Trent. et Victualler 
Stoke Trent Pet July 11 OrdJuly 1 

Witsox, Gzorce Rorert, Hunslet, Leeds Leeds Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 


London Gazette,—Tvurspay, July 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Som Heyry pan, Kent Rochester Pet July 
borough, Oe Agent 


Ord July 1 
heen , Lend Welling North- 
am Pet July 14 Ord Jul 
Browy, EvizanetTH Te Nuttingham Nottingham 
Pet June 27 Ord J 
Burne, James eae 2 Halstead, oe, ae Proprietor 
Colchester Pet July 12 Ord July 
Burscoucn, James, and Messuneer Teaes Burscovaen, 
jon be, Lancs, Joiners Presten Pet July 13 Ord 
Ouagen, FrEperick, na Glos, Grocer Gloucester 
Pet June 19 Ord J 
Crawrorp, Lixpsay el hed gw 
sLynn Pet July 12 Ord July 
Curtis, James, Carlton Colville, Suffolk, Painter Great 
Yarmouth Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
aler Preston Pet 


Fisugr, Davip, Blackpool, 
July 13 Ord July 13 

Foster, Wituam, Gedney Hill, a Blacksmith 

ecitee at Vea they eect Tivape 

LOVER, Joun Vixcent, Liverpool, Paw er iverpoo! 
Pet July 5 Ord July 1 

Go.pine, Gearon ‘ill Haddenham, Cambs, Iron- 

Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


Green, _ ty Kenilworth, Warwick, Bone Dealer 
warwick Pet June29 Ord = 12 
Hittyarp & Co, Buckingham Strand, Advertising 

Agents High Court Pet A it'26 Ord July 13 
Hiscucuirre, Sau, Leeds, Wool Waste Merchant Leeds 
Pet June 28 Ord July 13 
— Tuomas, Armley Leeds Pet July 13 Ord July 


Siemon Wits — Po Devonport, House Decora- 
tor mouth July 14 Ord July 14 
Hveses, Artuur Phd ty Streatham High Court Pet 
2% Ord July 13 
rd, Auctioneer High Court 
Pet June 21 Ord July 13 
cr. — EN, High Wycombe Aylesbury Pet July 14 
yi 
Kee.er, , +A Jouxs, New pay Kent, Builder 
wich PetJulyi4 Ord July 
Kina, Hesry, Cardiff, er Cardiff Pet July 11 Ord 
Ord July 11 
Luxe, Davip, Dowlais, Glam, Fireman Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
om JosEPH Haves, Bradford, Plumber Bradford 
Pet J 14 (Ord July 14 
Mazrrx, Joszrn Kixe, Retyn, St Enoder, Cornwall, 
Warmer Truro Pet July13 Ord July 13 
Mitier, Lovisz Sornra Kee.ise, A venny, Con- 
Tredegar Pet July13 Ord July 13 
Newsos, Antuve, Liv Provision Merchant 
Pet July 2 Ord July 13 
Newmaw, Davin Cuantes, U A Carter Burton on 
Trent July 12 Ord July 12 
ae - 7 Evwarp Av.ax, Leeds Leeds Pet July ii Ord 


oul Joun, Bradford, Paint Manufacturer Bradford 
Pet duly 13 Ord July 13 

Pispes, lvey, 
July 18 Ord July 13 

Possoy, Evwarp, Gloucester, Manufacturing Confectioner 
Gloucester Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Toorze, Wiuttam, Great Fisherman Great | 


Grimaby, 
Pet ty © Ord Juty 11 
Ross, Gronor, Idle f General Dealer Bradford 


Pet Jal ia Ord J 
Ecatinc, Wii14m i nr Manchester 
Book keeper July 12 


Balford Pet Seip 18 13 aay 
oy and WILtiAm ARCHER 
Stafford, Builders Birmingham 


oA Manufacturer 
July 1 


S aaanee Grocer 


ver- 


, Yarn Agent 


way = Bab ge 


fet duly 
Snauma duty 18 i 
Northampton Pet June 29 





Manchester Pet | 


| 
| 


dP 


Suir, es Hoitiway, Manufacturing 
Chemist 


Sheffield Pet Jul uly 13 onoeR guly 18 


Srantey, CHaries, A iD, aoe Manager 
Blackburn Pet Jaly 12 July 12 
Srittmay, Jonny, Cardiff, Painter Cardiff Pet July 10 


Urd July 10 
StrormontH, THomas, jun, phi — eo Money 
Lender Exeter Pet Ju x 18 Ord Jul 


Supe.ey, Baron, Cuartes Doveras Sheen. Ham 
ms Surrey High Court Pet April 12 Ord 
uly 12 


Gwases, Ex1,s, Darlington, atom, Clerk Stockton on 
Tees Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Swix». Tom, Great coeea, Lincs, Builder Boston Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 

Taytor, Grorce Ducker, Taner, Lincoln, Farmer Lin- 
ecoln Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Wirren, Cuanues, Bournemouth, Hairdresser Poole Pet 
July 12 Ord July 12 

hei x oy — Handsworth Birmingham Pet July 14 

uly 1 

WI1son. es Bensamin Jounson, Newcistle on Tyne, 
— Maker Newcastle on Tyne Pct July 9 Ord 
uly 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 10: 
Lixwoop, Hersert Suez, Lower Edmontin, Greengrocer 
Edmonton Pet Junell Ord July 5 
FIRST MENTINGS. 
Arssworts, Isaac Newton, Onwaldtwistle, Lancs, Hatter 
July 26at11 Off Rec, 14. \Yhapel st, Preston 
Arcent. ALBERT Artuur, Walthamstow, Licensed Vic- 
tualler July 24at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Bassett, Henry James. Leckhampton, Cheltenham, 
Fruiterer July 26 at 11.15 County Comt bldgs, 
Cheltenham 
Bearp, Tuomas, Birmingham, Builder July 30 at11 174, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 
Berpor & Leicu, Oxford st, Manufacturing Chemists 
July 24 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 
Berry, Atcernon Tuomas Henry Kemuis, Bowerham 
— s, Lancs July 26 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
ey st 
Boot. Franx Dickryeon. Parkgate, near Rotherham, York, 
Grocer July 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
BraitsrorD, Jonny, jun, Sheffield July 24 at 1 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 
Butt, SANDERS, a. 5 Baker July 27 at 11 174 
Corp ration st. Birmi 
Bure, James Harris, 0 onl Essex. Hotel Proprietor 
July 24at 12.15 George Hotel, Halstead 
C.eminson, Joun J D, New Broad st July 24at12 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Cottier, Wittiam, Birmingham July 25 at 11 
Corporation st Birmingham 
Ducross, Juivs, Birmingham, Beerhouse keeper July 26 
at 12 174, Corporation st ham 
Dyson, Groner, righouse, ~~ oy July 26 at 2.30 
Ree, ‘fown Hail chmbrs, Hal: 
Evans, Jonx, Merthyr Vale, Glam, July 24 at 12 
135, High st. yr = 
Govtp, Jonny Woo.pgiper, eget. IW, or July 25 
at 12 Ree, 19, Quay st, Newport, I 
Grover, Rosert, Reading, Painter rend 12 Queen’s 
otel, Reading 
Hap.ey, Epwix _ Hornsey, Bicycle Agent July 25 


174, 


atll Bankruptcy bidge, Carey 
Hauwas, Guepuit, Halifax July 25 at3 Off Rec, Town- 
hall chmbrs, Halifax 


Hart, Henry, Chiswick, Furniture Warehouseman July 
256 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 


Hersert, Gzorce Wi..iam, Moseley, Worcester, Toy 
Manufacturer _ 25 at 12 174, Corporation at, 
Birmingham 

Hopkins, Jouy, Bi ham, Beer Retailer July 26 at 11 
174, TF irmingham 

Howe, Jouy, ae t Maker July 24 at 
815 Off Rec, 172. st, Southampton 

Jowgs, Ricuarp Morris, eld July 24at12 Off Rec, 

e In, Sheffield 

Lewis, Ontanpo Wiitiams, Worcester, Vil and Colour 
Merchant July 26 at 11.30 465, Copenhagen st, 
Worcester 

Liswoop, Hersert Suez, Lower Edmonton, Greengrocer 
July 256 at8 Off Rec, 95, —— chmbrs, Temple av 

Lioyp, Jonny Henry Tayior, Horbury, Yorks, Watch- 
maker July 25 at 11 ff Rec, 6, Bond terr, 
Wakefield 

Mc —. 4 Aveustus, Putney, General Agent July 26 
at il kruptcy bldgs, Carey - 

Mattias Gzosce Hexseart, idge, Mineral 

Water Manutacturer July 34 3 3 kK, Skelding, 
Auctioneer, Stourbridge 

Nispet, Bpwarp ALLAN, Leeds, Journeyman Baker July 
26at11 Off Bec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Persick, Richarp Buspie, Launceston, Cornwall, Grocer 
July 2%atil Off Rec, 6, Atheneum ter, Plymo uth 

Prion, Gzonrae. , Copenhaeee st, Provision Dealer July 25 
at 11 Bankruptcy —_ Carey st 

Ropixson, Joun, Crumpsali, Manchester, Butcher July 26 
at 10 Off Ree, B st, Manchester 

Bavitte, Wittiam Tovrsos, Hunslet, Drysalter 
July 26 at 11.30 Off Reo, 22, Park row, —- 

Scupamore, Caanries Joseru Roper, Gresham st, Solicitor 
July 26at230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey et 

Exnaw, Haney, Bramley, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer July 
?4at 1130 Off Rec, 22. Park row, Leeds 

Swit, Grorce Francis, Leeds, Restaurant Proprietor 
Jay Bat3 Off Rec, 22 Park row, Leeds 
zs, Wittiam Vester, Leeds, Game Dealer July 26 at 
12 Off Rec 22, Park row, Leeds 

Weinam, Cuantes, Chelmsford, Essex July 25 at 3 
96, Temple chmbrs. Temple av 

Wisox, Groncr Rosert, Leeds July 24 at 11 Off Rec, 

Ww ag le ‘Ge Gt Gri Ray Jul t 

— 118 msl r y 24 at 11 
Rec, 15, Os compen at 

Varpviey, Wiiriam, ton, Jourcaliat July 26 at 12} 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 








Amended notice substituted for that gabled 1 in the 
London Gazette of July 13 


Witurams, Evan Jongs, Portmadoc, Joiner July 23 ats 
Sportsman H ’ 


‘otel, Portmadoc 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Arrnve, Walthamstow, Licensed 
h Court Pet June 14 Ord July 12 
— a." gham, Surrey, Voal t Df 
Pet June 10 Ord J July 14 , 
Bares assr, sm urne, Kent Rochester Pet 
B yt Or oles bo: h, Cycle Agent N 
ILLSON, Esper, Wellingboro scle t Northam 
ton Pet July 14 Ord July 14 afl 
BLackWwELL, GrorGE } my ng Leadenhall st, Minera! 
erchant High Court Pet March 19 Ord July 13 
Brapsuaw, Frank WItTon, Builde.’s Merchant 
Preston Pet June 25 Ord Jaly 13 
Bray, < a Pickering, Yorks, Wool Merchant Sca;. 
14 


ArGenT, ALBERT 
Vi er 


Pet June 12 Ord Jul: 
BurxeE, ny ain Harris, Hotel Proprietor 
Colchester Pet July 12 Ord J uly 12 


Bourscouen, hg nag ne Prtrer Burscovan, 
pa be, Lancs, Joiners Preston Pet July 13 Oni 


CuILD, ies, Haslemere, Surr2y, Builder Guildford Pet 
Juni Ord July 11 

Couiasa,  Wintsaa, Birmingham Birmingham Pet June 
18 iy 

Lixpsay Oswatp, Wisbech, a 
King’s Lynn Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Cortis, JAmgs, Carlton Colville = Painter Great 
Yarmouth PetJuly13 Ord July 13 

Dares, Georce Wituiam, Ardwick, Manchester, Leather 
Factor ester Pet June 22 Ord July 14 

Ducros, i utus, Birmi Beerhouse Keeper Birming- 
bam Pet June 30 Ord July 13 

Fisuer, Davin, Blackpool, Boot Dealer Preston Pet 
July 13 Ord July 18 

Fostes, Witu1am. Gedney Hill, ay Blackemith 
King’s Lynn Pet July 14 Ord July 

Francis, Lzonarp. Southwold, Satfolk, Electrical 
Engioeer Great Yarmouth Pei June 30 Ord July 14 

GotpinG, Freperick Wi.ii1amM, Haddenham, Cambs, Ircn- 


CRAWFORD, 
Gr 


moi Cambri Pet July 14 Ord June 14 

Herrernan, THomas, Kensington High Court Pet March 
20 Ord July 13 

Hiccott, A.trrep Epwakrp, rm 5 mn, Ni 
Kingston, Surrey Pet July7 Ord July 14 

Hosson, Tuomas, y, Leeds Leeds Pet July 13 
Ord July 13 


Jarvis. Wiit.14M, Luton, Beds, a Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet July 11_ Ord July 14 

Joynson, OwEN, High Wycombe Aylesbury Pet July 14 
Ord July 14 

Keys, Harry, New Malden, Surrey, Schoolmaster King- 
ston, Surrey Pet June 25 Ord July 14 

ing, Se, Cardiff, Bauer Cardiff Pet July 11 Ord 


EXJAMIN GreENE, New eq, Lincoln’s inn, Solicitor 

Court Pet June 2 Ord. July 14 

Liywoop, Hegsert Surz, Lower ee, Greengrocer 
Edmonton Pet Junell Ord July 

Luxe, Davin, Dowlais, Fireman Merthyr Tydfil Pet July 
18 Ord July 13 

Martin, JoserH Henry, rae Plumber Bradford 
Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

osEPH Kina, St Enoder, Cornwall, Farmer 

Pet July138 Ord July 13 

Mititer, Louise Soraia Keevine, Al sora. Con- 
fectioner Tredegar Pet July 18 Ord July 1 

Newman, Davip CuHarvzs, > 9 Carter Burton on 
Trent Pet July 12 Ord Jul 

Nisset, Epwarp ALuay, + 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Pecxover, Jonny, aS 
Pet July 18 Ord July 13 

Pernick, Ricuarp —, eet Cornwall, Grocer 
Plymouth Pet June 20 Ord J 

Pixper, Ivey, Manchester, Yarn po ty Manchester Pet 
July 18 Ord July 13 

Possoy, Epwarp, Gloucester, Manufacturing Confectioner 

loucester Pet — Grimsby. 13 


LakgE, 
Hi 


Manrryy, 


‘a Baker Leeds 
Paint Manufacturer Bradford 


Poots, WILLIAM, by. Fisherman Great 
Grimsby Pet July11 Ord J fa by 
Pywe.t, Joun Jauzs, Derby, er Derby Pet July5& 


Ord J 
Reip, Jous Cuances, Leeds, Furniture Dealer Leeds 
A 


prils Ord July 6 
Ross, Gzoros, Jdle, ae General Dealer Bradford 


Pet July 14 Ord Jul 
Chorlton cum Hardy,{mr Manchester 


8c Alene, bey Bm 
Pet July 13 — July 13 
ee... on Wis ey, Maney r= ee a. Manufacturer 
ortha uly 14 


mpton 
SurtH, CHARLES cen Worksop, Manufacturing 
sheffield Pet July 13 Ord July 18 
Brantey, CHARLES — Manager 
Blackburn Pet yale" 12 uly 12 


Srivuman, seam, Cardiff Painter Cardiff Pet July 10 
Ord Jul; 


July 10 
Swaves, Exvias, Darlington, Clerk Stockton on Tees Tet 
July 13 Ord July 13 


Swinys, Tom, Gt Stooping, Liggs, Builder Boston Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 aw 

Tare, Josern Witttam, Saltley, Birmingham, Draper 
Bermingham Pet June 2 Ord July 18 

Tayior, Gzorce Ducker, at Liscoln, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet July 18 Ord Jul: 

Tomimson, Joun, Great 


, Lancs, Builder Preston 
Pet Junell Ord July 13 
Vexvers, Henny Enxnest, 


ED En m, Lancs, Joiner 
Blackburn Pet June 14 Ord J 
Weis, Mavaice Josern, Union ct, bia ony 4 at, tock 
Broker High Court Pet Feb8 Pet Jul 
Wutrentap, Hansy, Manchester, Sheet otal W orker 
Manchester Pet June12 Ord July 14 
1L80N, CuaRLes Bensamin Jonnson, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Cabinet inet Maker Newoastle on Tyne Pet July® Ord 
y9 





















